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Abstract

This dissertation explores the construction of a local craft beer scene, from
perspectives and behaviors of both producers and consumers. It is situated within the
Greater Tampa Bay area, and as such offers an ethnographic account of this
phenomenon at a community level. Participant observation across a wide range of
spaces and events across several years were combined with semi-structured interviews
from 27 consumers and 17 producers in the local area to investigate how the scene is
constructed and maintained and what consumers do within it. These ethnographic
insights were combined with the results of structured methods, such as: freelisting (41
participants) and an open pilesort (31 participants), to further contextualize certain
aspects or behaviors.
Producers generally organize around groups (or potentially even other breweries)
meant to represent their collective interests. This allows for creating a larger field that
can thwart attacks from outside groups with competing interests (e.g. large
multinational breweries). It also fosters a collaborative spirit that can be harnessed to
grow the craft beer brand and therefore increase the number of pathways leading into a
scene.
Consumers often initially engage with the scene due to craft beer’s alignment
with things like the Buy Local and Slow Food movements, but can find interest in
specific activities, such as homebrewing or collecting, within the scene that may require

vi

developing certain skills for full participation. Consumers may also reject the inclusion
of certain breweries or gain access to spaces or events not open to the public, which
reflect the pathways they use to engage with the scene. Developing certain skills allows
for consumers to transition from experiencing spaces within the scene (e.g. breweries)
to experiencing the individual beer being produced. They often develop language skills
in parallel so that they can articulate what they are experiencing, and potentially
differentiate it from other experiences.
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Chapter One:
Introduction

This dissertation examines the rise of the local craft beer industry within the
greater Tampa Bay area. Broadly, it is a contextual consumption study that incorporates
calls for locally based studies that holistically investigate the production, consumption,
and other stages associated with a given product, or commodity. Specifically, the focus
will be on factors – namely political, economic, and social – that have contributed to the
formation and continued growth of the industry. I draw on years of fieldwork, which
built a network of individuals within the industry and provided insights to investigate in
further detail. The project’s situation of local realities within a global context separates it
from purely economic investigations of a commodity and stands to add to the existing
anthropological literature on a number of topics, such as consumption, skill, experience,
scenes, taste, and the senses.
The Tampa Bay area, and the United States at large, has witnessed a rapid
increase in the number of breweries in operation recently. The vast majority of these
would fall under the “craft” designation, a term that is not without conflict but that
largely refers to smaller production yields. In an effort to understand the rise of this
industry, I propose taking an anthropological approach by examining one particular
community and getting a view “from the ground level.”
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In order to try and assess the factors associated with the growth of the industry, I
employ a three-fold approach. The first investigates items related to how breweries
operating on this scale were able to position themselves within the political and
economic landscape of Florida in a successful manner. That is, how was it that suddenly
there are many more people able to brew beer on a scale large enough to have a business
centered on solely that operation? What “skill” is required to produce, market, and
distribute beer and how is this skill acquired? In addition to understanding the
feasibility of production, I also evaluate the “modes of production.” Once the necessary
skill is obtained, or even if it is noticeably absent, how are fully functioning breweries
conceived of and financed? Furthermore, I overview the legislative framework in which
a number of interest groups work either to inhibit or encourage the growth of this
industry. Simply put, what groups have formed (and how and why), whose interests do
they represent, and what is their impact on legislation concerning beer production,
distribution, and consumption? When considering these items it is possible to better
understand the “production” aspect of craft beer in its entirety.
Production is but one component of craft beer, as commodities need to be
consumed by someone and it could easily be argued that beer, especially when sold at a
higher price point (like craft beer), is a luxury. So while breweries can legally produce
and – at times – sell beer they produce, someone must be willing to purchase it. This
requires generating consumer interest. If a brewery is small enough to subsist off of onsite sales only, and those sales are legal within the regulatory framework set out by the
state, then it must draw potential imbibers to its space, generally referred to as a
“tasting” or “tap” room. I explore the social forces that exist for these spaces vis-à-vis
consumer tastes, and whether breweries identify and exploit them for their benefit. I
2

also probe into what consumers do inside these spaces in addition to drinking beer, and
why? Additionally, I explore the degree of potential interconnectedness among these
spaces and seek to explain how that impacts the local industry.
Finally, I examine what consumers that have been introduced to craft beer and its
spaces and producers do with their new relationships and knowledge; such as: whether
or not they use this to gain their own social capital or exhibit some assumed identity, if
they seek out more spaces producing similar, yet distinct, beer, if they adopt the
terminology used by the industry to describe their experiences with the beer, or if they
go so far as to produce their own beer, thus giving them the potential to someday
operate their own brewery and grow the industry. Exploring these behaviors provides
insights into the sensory “experience” with beer and the degree, if any, as to whether or
not the rise of craft beer is a symbiotic relationship between production and
consumption.
Allowing the dissertation research to speak to the above allows for a better
understanding of the rise of the craft beer industry in Greater Tampa Bay, and likely in
other locales. Furthermore, it allows for identifying and evaluating the role of numerous
actors within the network, to include legislators, interest groups, producers, financiers,
distributors, and consumers. It is with this information from this intentional approach
that a holistic framework for understanding consumption is developed, and resulting in
an explanation of scene co-creation and interconnected pathways. Additional
information pertaining to these topics and how they relate to the existing body of
literature are reserved for future chapters.
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Organization of This Dissertation
This dissertation consists of seven chapters. I draw on rich ethnographic data, to
include detailed quotes pertaining to producing, selling, and consuming beer. Given the
sensitive nature of some of the discussions, I have elected to use pseudonyms
throughout when attributing a quote to a participant, unless the quote was from a public
source (e.g. news article, etc.) and is attributed as such. I also elect to redact certain
information within quotes, such as specific dates or years, cities, or events, when their
inclusion can significantly aid in the possibility of identifying a participant. Producers
included in this study are drawn from an even smaller pool of locals, and as such I take
additional steps to protect their identities by not attributing a specific type of producer
to the overwhelming majority of quotes, nor identifying the sex of the participant,
thereby resulting in a common “producer” attribution for quotes from those individuals.
Additional details concerning my treatment of data from producers are covered in the
methods chapter.
The dissertation consists of three chapters overviewing the results of data
collected and analyzed as well as other chapters contextualizing the research and
situating it within extant literature. A central theme discussed throughout the chapters
is the local “scene” and its various pathways, both defined in the following chapter.
Chapter 2 introduces a discussion of existing literature that pertains to the topic of
inquiry, and occasionally includes a mention of how it possibly pertains to craft beer by
including insights derived from preliminary fieldwork as this helped guide my efforts
early on. Chapter 3 overviews the research methods employed, ethical considerations,
my own positionality as a researcher, and approaches to data collection and analysis.
Chapter 4 presents the results of structured methods (i.e. freelisting and open pilesorts)
4

and a discussion of their relevance as a standalone method but as a way to inform
subsequent chapters. Chapter 5 draws on ethnographic data (i.e. participant observation
and semi-structured interviews) associated with consumers of craft beer and chronicles
similarities and differences exhibited by various subgroups of consumers, or as
explained later on: “hobbyists.” Chapter 6 pertains to ethnographic data associated with
producers in the area, which can include literal producers of craft beer (e.g. brewers),
but other relevant professions that are involved with the industry (e.g. distribution
representatives and bottle shop owners, etc.). Finally, Chapter 7 discusses the entirety of
the results in relation to how they contribute to extant literature on related topics, as
well as limitations that should be considered for future research efforts by myself or
others, and applied contributions.

Conclusion
This dissertation draws on years of fieldwork to investigate craft commodity
production and consumption. As such, it is uniquely positioned to touch on a wide range
of topics pertaining to production, craft commodities, skill, consumption, and others
that are of anthropological interest. The fieldwork, to be described in more detail in the
following chapter, produced a considerable amount of qualitative data, especially given
that I was very engaged with local craft beer as a consumer and gained access to many
producers who participated in the study. This qualitative data is paired with data from
structured methods in an attempt to better explain the ways in which individuals think
about not only beer and specific styles, but also the local breweries that produce the
beer. When analyzed collectively, the research can explain how and why a beer scene
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exists, how it is conceived of by both producers and consumers, and what individual
actors want to accomplish by participating in it.

6

Chapter Two:
Senses, Skills, Scenes, and Experience in the “Middle” of Production and
Consumption

Craft beer is malleable. According to producers, it can be a brand in and of itself,
composed of thousands of smaller brands (read: breweries) that collectively represent
the antithesis of mass-produced alternatives (i.e. “macro beers”). In order to understand
craft beer as a brand, and by extension, a potential movement, it is necessary to draw on
a number of theoretical approaches.
In order to accomplish this, I turn to Knauft’s (2006) call for an “Anthropology in
the Middle.” In this work, he posits that anthropology has largely moved past
paradigmatic dogma and instead concerns itself with how best to investigate “problems
of inquiry” (Knauft 2006:417). The approach calls for adapting and employing a number
of theoretical and methodological options while staying true to the tenets of
anthropology, namely an analytical pursuit of the lived experience.
Therefore, the theoretical frameworks employed in the dissertation do not
attempt to appease some Grand Theory, but instead are evaluated for potential
contributions to the overall contribution to answering the research question – What
factors drove the growth of the industry locally, and to what extent are they interrelated?
An overview of potential frameworks and their association with the topic of inquiry (i.e.
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craft beer production and consumption) follows, while a discussion of their relevance to
the data collected and subsequent analyses is reserved for the conclusion chapter.
This chapter is largely organized into two themes. One that overviews literature
pertaining to consumption as a topic of inquiry, with special attention to craft
commodities and alcohol given the research topic. The other pertains to literature
specific to production and related topics (e.g. factors beyond processes and material
manipulation, such as forces that shape how producers operate and which spaces they
occupy). Finally, efforts to bring literature on production and consumption into dialogue
(i.e. approach the “nexus” of the two phenomenon) are made.

Approaching an Analytical Framework
Timothy De waal Malefyt (2015) presents a case study of brand consumption,
specifically of users of high-end shaving products. It is easy to draw many parallels
between De waal Malefyt’s study and one focused on craft beer, but differences are also
easily identifiable. Shaving is theoretically optional, highlighted by the recent rise in
beard popularity. In the vast majority of the world, save for a handful of places that
strictly prohibit imbibing alcohol of any kind, consuming beer is also optional. In both
instances, consumers may opt not to engage in the consumption of these products, or
may choose to purchase high end varieties that on the surface accomplish the same
desired effect as their cheaper counterparts (i.e. removal of unwanted hair and a
departure from a sober state, respectively). In contrast to these similarities are
differences such as the timing of the two practices. De waal Malefyt notes, shaving is
often done in the morning in an effort to prepare for the day and put the best “self”
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forward (Goffman 1959), while beer is generally consumed at the completion of work so
as to not interfere with the self-presented there.
The timing of the consumption of the products is just but one way in which they
potentially differ. In a reply to De waal Malefyt’s (2015) article, Aradhna Krishna writes
that “anthropologists thrive on differences in human perception and behavior – if all
examples in the ethnographic study were the same, would the study be interesting?”
(Krishna 2015: 33). While Krishna is specifically speaking to the differences among the
shavers profiled in De waal Malefyt’s study, her point is still relevant across differing
topics of inquiry. For this reason, I will outline the findings in De waal Malefyt’s study so
as to identify relevant commonalities but also points of departure from my own
dissertation. Doing this allows for the incorporation of relevant analytical lenses already
presented by De waal Malefyt and a starting point for exploring those that have been
used elsewhere in anthropology and academia at large. Therefore, each section will
incorporate a discussion of theoretical perspectives drawn from a number of disciplines.

Senses
As evidenced by the title, “The Sense in Anthropological and Marketing Research:
Investigating a Consumer-Brand Ritual Holistically,” De waal Malefyt’s (2015) piece is
primarily about the senses. However, the piece is about how the senses are part of a
ritual, in this particular case the ritual of shaving. This interconnectedness is something
I will return to, but an overview of De waal Malefyt’s use of senses followed by a more
general discussion is warranted.
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De waal Malefyt provides a general overview of the senses and the treatment they
receive from different disciplines, namely anthropology and marketing. He is careful to
point out that what are often viewed as common perceptions of senses are intimately
tied to a number of topics, such as culture, that vary across populations. This is true of
not only the way in which senses are understood and utilized, but even in the way in
which they are categorized, with De waal Malefyt referencing studies of people and
places that recognize more than the five senses commonly cited in Western literature
(e.g. Geurts 2002). He posits that anthropology and related disciplines (e.g. sociology)
are unique in incorporating this understanding in their approach to sensory inquiry and
representation, a point contested by Krishna (2015) in her response to the paper.
The point that both De waal Malefyt and Krishna agree on is that the main point
of departure between the disciplines is the inquiries raised and the resulting
methodologies that are best suited for exploring them. Bearing this in mind, literature
from cognitive psychology, consumer psychology (to include sensory marketing), and
theoretical approaches of a more interpretivist nature (e.g. anthropology) are worthy of
critique and inclusion for the purposes of understanding senses as they pertain to
research concerned with craft beer.
Craft beer undoubtedly strives to engage in a sensorial response, with
considerably more ingredients, and larger quantities of them, being used in their
brewing process. My own preliminary ethnographic research revealed that craft brewers
and consumers alike are quick to label mainstream domestic beers as “watered down”
and “flavorless,” insinuating that craft beer can elicit a greater engagement with their
senses. This mirrors claims made by De waal Malefyt’s participants who used premium
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shaving products, but there are different sensory systems at play when comparing
shaving and beer consumption.
Hervé Abdi, a behavioral scientist, provides a fascinating overview of the senses
involved in perceiving “flavor” (and not “taste”) and their interaction with each other in
the brain in his 2002 article, “What can cognitive psychology and sensory evaluation
learn from each other?” He argues that flavor is something experienced by the
convergence of three different sensory systems: olfactory, gustatory, and trigeminal. The
olfactory sense is controlled by the nose, allowing consumers to experience as many as
100,000 smells. The gustatory sense is synonymous with what most people refer to as
taste, which has no more than five distinguishable classifications (i.e. salty, bitter, sweet,
sour, and umami). Finally, the trigeminal sense is more complex, with it controlling a
number of items including touch and temperature. All of these inputs are thought to be
processed by the orbitofrontal cortex in the brain to produce what we unconsciously
recognize as flavor. Therefore, a product that can elicit more pleasurable stimulation of
these individual senses is likely to be viewed as “more flavorful.” In essence, this is what
craft beer as a brand seeks to accomplish.
As previously noted, the gustatory sense is but one of three inputs that assists
with the deciphering of flavor. The olfactory sense is a central part of flavor perception,
especially when its intimate relationship with the gustatory sense is considered.
Psychologists Malika Auvray and Charles Spence note that “the attribution of taste
qualities to odors highlights the rich nature of the interactions taking place between the
senses of smell and taste” (Auvray and Spence 2008: 1017). This interplay between the
two is something I will return to later, but first the olfactory sense warrants its own
discussion.
11

In an academic blog online, anthropologist Greg Downey (2014) provides a crosscultural comparison of the ability to recognize and describe smells, and also touches on
the act itself:
Smell might seem to be a passive sense, the aromatic molecules wafting on
the wind to the nose, making active sensing behavior less important, but in
fact, sniffing is an activity. The motor activity of sniffing, actively drawing
air into the sinuses through the nose, seems to prime the neurological
mechanisms for perceiving smells. That is, actively trying to smell may
bring more of the sensory apparatus on line so that perception is more
acute (see Yeshrun and Sobel 2010: 220-221 for a review). [Downey 2014]
The last remaining sense is the trigeminal system, responsible for “information
concerning chemical irritation and nociception, as well as information concerning the
temperature, texture, and consistency of food (e.g., Delwiche 2004); and all of these
sources of information inﬂuence the overall perception of ﬂavor that we experience”
(Auvray and Spence 2008: 1024). While it is difficult to get at the “texture” or
“consistency” of a liquid devoid of pulp or other ingredients that might alter these
characteristics, it is telling that those throwing brews back often refer to a particularly
desirable beer as “smooth,” especially in light of the claim that flavor intensity has a
negative correlation in regards to viscosity (Auvray and Spence 2008).
Consuming any beverage is a sensory experience, but it is a focal point of craft
beer, especially when attempting to differentiate from macro offerings. In working
towards this end, brewers create something more than a product that inebriates its
users. They essentially create a product that offers a strong sensory engagement, and
attempt to make consumers conscious of the correlation between this experience and
their product.
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Rituals
A particularly close reading of the preceding section is not required to see that
various elements beyond what some may deem as “pure empirical science” are present.
That is due to the need to contextualize the underlying science within everyday
occurrences rather than sterile lab environments. It is this form of contextualization, in
addition to the contextualizing that occurs when multiple sensory systems are engaged
at once, that produces rich insights into what type of sensory engagements users are
most concerned with and what underlying meaning this has to the product and its
consumption. This is essentially what De waal Malefyt is discussing when he chronicles
how premium shaving product users describe their engagement with the brand as all of
this plays into what is termed a “ritual.” “In particular, domestic rituals of consumers
are one such practice by which cultural relevance, sensory order, temporality and
situated meaning, along with human sensory variance to product use and enjoyment,
frame consumption in terms of everyday situations” (De waal Malefyt 2015: 11).
Discussions of rituals are not difficult to find within the anthropological
literature, as demonstrated by a small sample, mostly tied to religion or hegemony,
offered up by De waal Malefyt in his introduction of the concept. The assertion is made
that rituals permeate nearly all anthropological theoretical frameworks by citing Bell’s
(1992, 1997) work. Looking beyond earlier examples cited by De waal Malefyt
demonstrates a tradition of using the concept in more pedestrian practices, such as
tourism (MacCannell 1976). It is therefore not surprising that rituals can be identified in
other seemingly routine practices. However, as De waal Malefyt points out by
channeling the works of Douglas (1966) and Turner (1969), rituals are different from
everyday “go through the motions” practices in that they “share a property of
13

transforming participants from one (emotional) status to another by moving them
through symbolic space” (De waal Malefyt 2015: 12). The case study that follows this
discussion of ritual adds to the extant literature by incorporating something De waal
Malefyt claims had been noticeably absent, the role of the senses.
It is this distinction between mundane and engaging that is drawn on when De
waal Malefyt contrasts those who shave simply because they feel as if they must in order
to present themselves in an acceptable manner, and by extension do not purchase highend materials to accomplish this task nor do they sensorially engage with them on a
serious level as they are primarily concerned with completing the action. This is in direct
opposition to the other users who receive more extensive representation in the work, as
they discuss what amounts to a brand “ritual” associated with shaving. However, this
ritual is not intimately tied to instructions produced by the brand (i.e. company) itself,
but is the result of individualized efforts to learn more about the process of shaving and
the various materials used within it in an effort to engage in a practice that is reflective
of other traits the men placed a value on, such as grooming in general and their
appearance in professional settings. This was accomplished through the process of skill
development, a topic that will receive considerable attention in a following section, and
also invoked symbolism associated with the act.

Experience
Experience, not unlike “culture,” is a term that does not lend itself to an overly
simplistic definition. On the surface, it seems straight-forward, with “experience” simply
being how an individual feels about the unfolding of events of which they are involved.
However, when confronted with reported occurrences such as “out-of-body
14

‘experiences’” or incidences of “before I realized what was happening,” the notion of
experience becomes blurry at best.
It is therefore necessary to turn to discussions of experience and evaluate
theoretical musings on the subject. Jason Throop (2003) belabors the fact that
experience has eluded a unifying definition or usage, or at a minimum its usage has
gone largely without critique, despite the fact that it is foundational for anthropological
work and its many subsets. In an effort to validate his skepticism of the usefulness of
“experience,” Throop overviews relatively contemporary works of four authors, Joan
Scott (1991), David Scott (1992), Robert Desjarlais (1994, 1997), and Cheryl Mattingly
(1998), positing that collectively they argue that experience is treated more as a fact of
life than a phenomenon worthy of inquiry according to its treatment within
anthropology.
While the four authors agree on the need for problematizing experience, they
differ in their proposed remedies. Scott and Scott call for the rejection of experience as it
is commonly used; Desjarlais advocates for a critical phenomenology via the use of
brackets for experience due to the lack of universalness commonly attributed to
experience; and, Mattingly disagrees with notions of a narrative-free concept of
experience. The lack of continuity among dissenting opinions results in Throop
returning to earlier works touching on the topic, such as those by Victor Turner and
Clifford Geertz, in order to tie together notions of ‘granular’ and ‘coherence’ frameworks
(Schrag 1969).
Turner’s later work focuses on experience despite his legacy being drawn
primarily from earlier items not related to the topic. He draws on Wilhelm Dilthey in his
From Ritual to Theater (1982) and his concepts of “erleben,” “’living through of
15

experience’ as a sequence of events,” and “erlebnis” or “the retrospective attribution of
meaning tied to the structuring of ‘experience’ as a particular coherent unit or form”
(Throop 2003: 223) and also the “objectified mind” which he equates with culture.
Turner also invokes Dilthey when contrasting a ‘mere experience’ with ‘an experience,’
with the latter being memorable and the former not. In the end, Throop states that
“Turner by no means reduces experience to either hermeneutical depth or strict and
rigid coherence” (Throop 2003: 224).
Throop then turns to Geertz, who he claims argues that culture shapes
“experience” by helping make sense of what is occurring. Furthermore, Geertz argues
that symbols are needed to piece together otherwise discrete occurrences. In contrast to
Turner, Geertz argues that everything is “an experience” rather than potentially simply a
mix of that with “mere experiences” and, in Throop’s reading of his work, that
“experience is not something to be found ‘between the ears’ or in ‘the head’ but in the
publicly assessable world of social action and cultural symbols” (Throop 2003: 226).
Throop looks back at assertions made by Turner and Geertz in relation to the
present day problematizations of experience (i.e. those advanced by Scott, Scott,
Desjarlais, and Mattingly) and claims that a satisfactory understanding of experience
still does not present itself. He goes on to draw on James, Husserl, and Shutz to
formulate his own model of experience, one that is unique from other attempts to bring
these theorists’ ideas into concert.
James talks of “primary” and “secondary” memories that make up a “’fringe’ or
‘halo’ of anticipatory and residual movements which serve to frame and give definition
to the focus of our present moment of awareness as it arises in the context of the here
and now (James, 1950[1890]: 254, 255, 258, 259, 606)” (Throop 2003: 228). “Primary”
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memories are those that are still relatively fresh in an individual’s mind and “secondary”
are those that generally have occurred in the more distant past and do not necessarily
relate to “primary” memories, but have lingered and assist in understanding the present.
James also speaks of the “forward fringe” which is his term for the composition of
sensations equated with anticipation. The “forward fringe” collides with “primary” and
“secondary” memories and create the “specious present” which he likens to “a saddleback, with a certain breadth of its own on which we sit perched and from which we look
in two directions into time. The unit of composition of our perception of time is a
duration with a bow and a stern, as it were – a rearward- and a forward-looking end’
[emphasis in original] (James 1950 [1890]: 609)” (Throop 2003: 229).
James also introduces “conjunctive relations,” or transitions that occur between
“pure experience[s]” which are devoid of immediate interpretation even at the personal
level and are the “immediate flux of life” (James 1996b [1912]: 13, 37, 46-48) (Throop
2003: 229). Ultimately, Throop posits that “for James ‘experience’ must always be
construed as organized according to both ‘conjunctive’ and ‘disjunctive’ relations and
elements such that it is never simply a matter of ‘coherence’ and ‘fragmentation’ or
‘differentiation’ and ‘nondifferentation’ that characterizes its structure as lived”
[emphasis in original] (Throop 2003: 230).
Husserl, inspired by James, also advocates for a multi-dimensional temporal
understanding of experience, but instead of a saddle uses a “comet’s tail” as a metaphor
for his use of “retention” and “protention” to explain that past and future also play a role
in present experiences. He ultimately presents experience as possibly “synthetic and
disjunctive” or “a kind of passivity in activity” [emphasis in original] (Husserl, 1997
[1948]: 108; cited in Casey, 1996: 18). Schutz’s thoughts on experience are explored with
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Throop ultimately arguing that while Schutz also incorporates a discussion of the past
and future in present understandings, “[He] argues that it is only through a glance of
attention that experience can be fixed into a definite ‘structure’ or ‘coherence’, otherwise
it remains without formal definition (Shutz 1967 [1932]: 81) (Throop 2003: 232).
When looking at the three author’s ideas it is more of a “both/and” rather than
“either/or” when it comes to simplistic occurrences and reflection. Throop produces his
own model that differentiates between “retrospective ‘ends’” and “projected ‘ends’” and
presents “four different temporal orientations that may each differentially structure the
experience of self and world.” (Throop 2003: 234). These include:
(1) an orientation to the present moment that consists of
unfulfilled protentions as open anticipations toward an
indeterminate future; (2) an explicit future orientation that
consists of imaginal anticipations of a determinate future
that are predicated upon residues of past experience that
emerge, as Mattingly points out (1998: 155), ‘even in the
midst of action’; (3) a retrospective glance that entails the
plotting of beginnings, middles and ends over the already
elapsed span of a delimited field of experience; and (4) the
subjunctive casting of a possible futures and even possible
pasts, across the ‘fluid space between a past and a future’
(Mattingly, 1998: 96; see also J. Bruner, 1986, 1990; Good,
1994; Ricoeur, 1981). [Throop 2003: 234]
Perhaps craft beer is successful due to its ability to cater to any of the
above experiences? Rather than being part of the “background” (which it has the
ability to do if need be), it can come to the foreground but still cater to the
numerous temporal orientations outlined by Throop. For example, ordering a
new beer and not having an idea what it tastes like or visiting a new brewery can
be associated with an “indeterminate future”. Visiting breweries founded by
brewers that succeeded elsewhere, or that trained at a well-known brewery or
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drinking a beer and being reminded of another previously consumed allude to the
Throop’s second temporal orientation. Seeing the growth of a brewery or a local
craft beer scene or assuming the trajectory of a popular beer may be akin to the
third. Finally, assuming the potential for growth of a local brewery or craft beer
scene or being part of a romanticized possible past (see Paxson 2012 and De waal
Malefyt 2015) potentially touches on his fourth orientation. These are but
potential explanations to be explored in more detail when discussing results in
the conclusion chapter.
Throop concludes his discussion on the topic by situating his theoretical
viewpoints within the literature on experience. Additionally, he draws on Jackson’s
(1996: 42) quote that there are “significant differences between the way the world
appears to our consciousness when we are fully engaged in activity and the way it
appears to us when we subject it to reflection and retrospective analysis,” while adding
that “temporal orientations” are important in structuring experience (Throop 2003:
235). Finally, he suggests that future research efforts be mindful of specific research
aims in order to incorporate relevant methods, as some, such as participant observation,
reveal more about fluid occurrences while others, such as interviewing, favor
retrospective accounts.

Intersubjectivity
Duranti also invokes Husserl, but instead of overviewing the latter’s thoughts on
experience, Duranti goes beyond that to investigate the concept of “intersubjectivity,”
with the claim that it is applicable to the entirety of human experience (Duranti 2010:
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17). He also sees the concept as a potential building block for the exploration of human
sociality from an interdisciplinary approach. In order to substantiate such broad claims,
especially in light of his assertion that Husserl himself feel victim to an infatuation with
the “transcendental Ego” and advocated against the use phenomenology within
anthropology, Duranti presents his interpretation of Husserl’s work on the topic along
with assistance from previous efforts by Alfred Schutz.
Duranti sets the stage by explaining that Husserl, along with other influential
social theorists, rejected “any philosophical perspective that would tend to naturalize
human experience instead of examining it’s a priori, transcendental foundations”
(Duranti 2010: 18). Husserl is also weary of an overemphasis on historical approaches
within anthropology, perhaps due to the fact that historical particularism had not been
advanced within the field at the time of his writings and therefore favored unilineal
evolutionary frameworks. Upon demonstrating the usefulness of Husserl’s theoretical
musings within the discipline through a sampling of studies incorporating them,
Duranti reiterates his assertion that intersubjectivity is also applicable to the entirety of
anthropological inquiry and sets out to “translate Husserl’s complex and nuanced
discussions of intersubjectivity into a finite series of claims, each of which is meant to be
subject to a theoretical, analytical, and methodological evaluation, through which it may
be adopted, modified, or rejected” (Duranti 2010: 19).
The points made begin with the claim that Husserl’s original notion of
intersubjectivity has been reduced down to merely a “‘shared’ or ‘mutual’
understanding” and was no longer intimately tied to Husserl himself due to other others
invoking the concept (Duranti 2010: 19). A closer inspection of potential translations
suggests that “agreement” is more likely to convey the notion of intersubjectivity.
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Building upon this fact, it is suggested that understanding is a possibility through
empathy and considering the point of view of the Other. However, Duranti is careful to
point out that this is not guaranteed to occur and asserts that intersubjectivity is merely
representative of this as a possible outcome and not a foregone conclusion. Duranti also
draws on Fabian (1971) to make the claim that objectivity is grounded within human
intersubjectivity, rather than theoretical or data driven logics.
Duranti references Schutz’s interpretation of Husserl to explain that
“intersubjectivity for Husserl was the (universal) condition of human existence, the sine
qua non, of humanity, through which and on the basis of which our surrounding world
can be experienced and given meaning” which leads to Duranti’s claim that
“intersubjectivity is, first, not a product or an effect of communication but a condition
for its possibility” [emphasis in original] (Duranti 2010: 24). However, communication
can occur even without sharing a space with another individual, as residuals of their
existence can serve as reminders of their lives. What is interesting is that Schutz states
“a man experiences his neighbors even when the latter are not at all present in the
bodily sense…He finds himself surrounded by objects which tell him plainly that they
were produced by other people” (Schutz 1967: 109).
Schutz’s use of the term “experience” here provides a nice segue to explore its
possible relation to intersubjectivity. It is possible that experiences of similar natures, or
at a minimum the conceptualizing of experiences in a similar manner, may easier
accomplish an intersubjectivity among individuals and thus foster a shared outlook or
even excitement concerning certain experiences. This may be especially true of those
experiences that can effectively do this across all of the differing temporal varieties of
the phenomenon.
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Duranti brings his discussion back to intersubjectivity and its relevance to
anthropology by outlining several items that the concept should incorporate when used
within the context of the discipline. These items include a notion of community within
the natural world, the co-play between this and the senses (a topic already covered in a
preceding section), the existence of a cultural world that is comprised of spaces with
meaning, or places, coexistence with Others, the recognition that actions construct the
world around us and are filled with evaluations, and finally the use of language in
practical and theoretical manners.
Duranti covers an extensive amount of theoretical musings and interpretations,
both his own and those of others. However, he is rather concise in his summary when
stating that “the notion of intersubjectivity promoted here ranges from acts in which one
is minimally aware of the presence of an Other to acts in which one actively works at
making sure that the Other and the Self are perceptually, conceptually, and practically
coordinated around a particular tasks” (Duranti 2010: 28). This, in combination with
Duranti’s claim that Husserl’s original notion of intersubjectivity occurring without the
need to achieve understanding or even agreement (Duranti 2010: 29) suggests that
intersubjectivity may occur at any level but that it could also be stronger when certain
groups of individuals participate in similar activities and already assume to evaluate in
similar manners, thus potentially reducing the amount of empathy needed to see
another’s point of view. It is this potentiality that leads to the formation of “scenes,” a
topic of discussion for a following section.
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Skill
The concept of skill is drawn on by De waal Malefyt (2015) when discussing the
brand ritual associated with shaving. He posits that skill is developed with the increased
sensory engagement associated with the practice engaged in by the high-end shaving
product consumers. He draws on Ingold’s (2000) theoretical framework of the concept.
Thus, a closer look at Ingold’s musings is warranted.
Ingold (2001) begins his discussion of skill with the recognition that “art” and
“technology” are terms that have undergone a transformation in meaning of the course
of their use. He argues that the two have somehow become separated within common
discourse, despite the fact that the words should be viewed in more of a synonymous
manner than they are currently based on their etymologies. He argues that this recent
schism between the two otherwise similar terms has implications for anthropological
research.
Technology, in Ingold’s estimation, once referred “to the framework of concepts
and theory informing the scientific study of productive practices” but gradually “came to
be regarded as a corpus of rules and principles installed at the heart of the apparatus of
production itself, whence it was understood to generate practice as a program generates
an output” (Ingold 2001: 18). Therefore, technology no longer set acceptable
parameters, instead it became stodgy and thus a “mold” of sorts viewed as depriving
anyone engaging in its use of their creativity. Conversely, art became synonymous with
the absence of technological constraints and is thus differentiated from other material
items in that is not viewed a “mere artifact”:
Thus the modern distinction between the true work of art
and the replicated artifact has its parallel in that between the
“pure gift” and the market commodity: the former given
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spontaneously and motivated (at least in theory) by personal
feeling: the latter exchanged in line with impersonal
calculations of supply and demand, following the laws of the
so-called ‘market mechanism.’ [Ingold 2001: 18]
Ingold posits that this separation of terms has resulted in nearly separate bodies
of work on technology and art within the anthropological literature, save for some
exceptions derived from North American anthropology traditions due to their explicit
four-field approach which creates an environment in which archaeological approaches
occasionally minimize or eliminate such bifurcated approaches. Technology, now safely
positioned “beyond the pale of culture and society,” can safely be ignored by cultural
anthropologists, while art “is clearly positioned within the social context and embodies
cultural meaning” (Ingold 2001: 19). In order to overcome such a dichotomy, Ingold
calls for a return to earlier symbolic meanings derived from the Greek roots of the words
“ars” and “tekhne” which did not invoke current divisions between the two as they relate
to the concept of production, but instead both invoked a notion of “skilled practice”
(Ingold 2001: 20).
Ingold builds on the idea of a skilled practice by meticulously outlining five
points concerning skill. He argues that both body and tools comprise practice, which is a
form of use of both items. He invokes a shoemaker and asserts that his hands, eyes and
tools are “not so much used as brought into use, through their incorporation into an
accustomed (that is usual) pattern of dexterous activity” thus demonstrating that
“purposiveness and functionality, then, are not pre-existing properties of the user and
the used, but rather immanent in the activity itself, in the gestural synergy of human
being, tool and raw material” (Ingold 2001: 20). His second point asserts that “skill
cannot be regarded simply as a technique of the body,” a point with origins tied to Plato
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and reinforced by Mauss (1979 [1934]), that leads to an assertion that “the study of skill,
in [Ingold’s] view, not only benefits from, but demands an ecological approach (Ingold
1996: 178)” [emphasis in original] (Ingold 2001: 21). The third point is that judgement
and dexterity, representative of qualities of care (Pye 1968: 22), are necessary to
transcend thoughts of skill merely as the manipulation of objects through applying
mechanical force. Additionally, “skilled practice cannot be reduced to a formula, then it
cannot be through the transmission of formulae that skills are passed from generation to
generation,” therefore “each generation contributes to the next not by handing on a
corpus of representations, or information in the strict sense, but rather by introducing
novices into contexts which afford selected opportunities for perception and action, and
by providing scaffolding that enables them to make use of these affordances” (Ingold
2001: 21-22). The final point pertaining to skill is that mental designs do not translate to
a finished product, but rather “regular, controlled movement” is the activity that
“generates the form,” thus leading to the assertion that “making, in short, arises within
the process of use, rather than use disclosing what is, ideally if not materially, readymade” (Ingold 2001: 22).
Ingold turns to two examples to situate his points on skill within qualitative
studies. One of which is the making of string bags chronicled by MacKenzie (1991) which
demonstrates Rubin’s (1988) point that “we need to think of making in terms not of the
simple, mechanical execution of complex structures, but of the form-generating
potentials of complex processes” [emphasis in original] (Ingold 2001: 22). This point is
belabored when discussing the processes through which young girls learn to mimic the
actions of the older females within the community rather than decipher complex
instructions. Next, Ingold draws on what may seem like an unlikely work for cultural
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anthropologists, as it is one produced by ornithologists N.E. and E.C. Collias (Collias
and Collias 1984). The two focus on weaverbirds who are known for intricately
constructed nests. Once again, practice is imperative to attaining the skill required to
successfully create the finished product. The combination of these two studies drive
home the point that it is “the pattern of regular movement, not some prespecified
design, that generates the form” while “the fluency and dexterity of this movement is a
function of skills that are developmentally incorporated into the modus operandi of the
organism – whether avian or human – through practice and experience in an
environment” (Ingold 2001: 27).
Upon departing from the two case studies exemplifying his thoughts on skill,
Ingold equates the mastery of speech, complete with the use of symbolic expressions,
and extensions of such practices as akin to the mastery of a given culture. He concludes
with rearticulating his desire to bridge theoretical positions that would otherwise silo
technology and art.
This extended discussion of skill is relevant for a number of reasons. First, skill is
invoked by De waal Malefyt in his study and is viewed as a “distinct characteristic of
shaving ritual skill” that is open to analysis (De waal Malefyt 2015: 21). Additionally,
skill is seen as drawing on the senses, thus serving as a unifying bridge between
multidisciplinary works on the senses and those of practice. Finally, skill can be used as
a capital of sorts within specialized communities oriented toward a product.
Recognizing the relevance of skill within the context described by De waal Malefyt, it is
easy to draw parallels with another “high-end” commodity: craft beer. Sensory
engagement, an integral part of the craft beer experience, rests on the ability to identify
the departures from the consumption of other, less engaging “macro” beers. Identifying
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how to better experience that sensory engagement, through practices that incorporate
tools (e.g. specialized glassware) and practiced skill (i.e. specific consumption
techniques meant to illuminate various aspects of the sensory engagement).
Additionally, the distinction between a work of art and commodity is one that is blurred
within craft beer, as it is not uncommon to hear consumers treat what would generally
be classified as the latter by scholars as something akin to the former. This realization
invokes a whole subset of questions regarding technology, undoubtedly used within
brewing craft beer, even within the modern sense of the word opposed by Ingold, and
art, which may add to the literature on contemporary forms of commodity fetishism
(Marx 1967). I return to these ideas and further articulate how they may be explored.

Taste
Taste is something not generally equated to shaving practices, and is therefore
not a central topic of interest in De waal Malefyt’s (2015) work despite its focus on the
senses. However, the term can take on a number of meanings that extend beyond
surface meanings commonly associated with popular discourse. Having already
distinguished between the common misrepresentations of “flavor” as “taste” and
outlining the processes associated with experiencing the former, I turn my focus away
from sensory systems and instead discuss other uses that appear within the academic
literature.
Luca Vercelloni provides a rather contemporary discussion of the notion of
“taste” in the 2016 English translation of his book The Invention of Taste: A Cultural
Account of Desire, Delight and Disgust in Fashion, Food and Art. The work seeks to
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address the process associated with taste becoming a metaphor and the resulting effects
on perception of the arts and their producers, among other items related to common use
of the term “taste” across temporal and geographic contexts. A linguistic analysis
underscores how taste moved from primarily associated with haptics to a term that
could be used to describe an appreciation, or lack thereof, of certain aesthetic qualities.
This transformation required certain historical and cultural shifts, such as a move away
from cooking for specific traits within people, or humors (Vercelloni 2016: 31), to a style
meant to please palates. This development also required a move away from the
castigation of the enjoyment of food, a practice often viewed as representative of
gluttony.
Vercelloni’s exhaustive account of the factors that gave rise to the “taste” we know
today is a great case study in the problemitization of a commonly accepted
contemporary term. This effort can be viewed as akin to the one made by Ingold (2001)
in regard to “skill,” but with greater depth and less of an anthropological underpinning
due to its absence of larger theoretical discussions within the discipline and
ethnographic case studies. However, the resulting work is foundational for challenging
assumptions of what the term means, as contemporary researchers operate within a
milieu that may otherwise treat the term with ambivalence. The inclusion of the term’s
interactions with and shaping of social distinctions (Vercelloni 2016: 116) also serves as
a nice segue to other uses of the term within the social sciences.
Pierre Bourdieu also expertly positions “taste” within historical and cultural
settings. In his seminal work, Distinction: A Social Critique of Judgement of Taste,
Bourdieu lays out a persuasive argument that notions of “taste” are far from “pure” but
are instead bounded by class.
28

Arguing that a view of culture from an anthropological sense allows for
understanding the underlying practices required to extrapolate a descriptor for foods to
works of art or other productions, Bourdieu (1984) lays the groundwork for his analysis.
He situates taste within the inner workings of French society by stating that “to the
socially recognized hierarch of the arts, and within each of them, of genres, school or
periods, corresponds a social hierarchy of the consumers” (Bourdieu 1984: 1). Building
on this sentiment, he posits that “a work of art has meaning and interest only for
someone who possesses the cultural competence, that is, the code, into which it is
encoded” (Bourdieu 1984: 2). Furthermore, on the topic of decoding, he states that one
“cannot move from the ‘primary stratum of the meaning we can grasp on the basis of
our ordinary experience’ to the ‘stratum of secondary meanings’, i.e., the ‘level of the
meaning of what is signified’, unless [one] possesses the concepts which go beyond the
sensible properties and which identify the specifically stylistic properties of the work”
(Bourdieu 1984: 3). Whether or not an individual is endowed with the ability to decode
such works in this manner depends largely on their station in life, or class.
Bourdieu goes on to argue that there is no objective standard of “taste,” a
sentiment echoed in Vercelloni’s (2016) work. Instead, “taste classifies, and it classifies
the classifier” and “social subjects, classified by their classifications, distinguish
themselves by the distinctions they make, between the beautiful and the ugly, the
distinguished and the vulgar, in which their position in the objective classifications is
expressed or betrayed” (Bourdieu 1984: 6). Additionally, Bourdieu notes that his
inclusion of art as an attractive example of taste in no way excludes other items,
especially those that may be viewed as common. The contrast between an assumption of
higher social classes appreciating “refined pleasures” with those occupying lower
29

stations enjoying things of a more “natural” persuasion leads to asserting “that is why
art and cultural consumption are predisposed, consciously and deliberately or not, to
fulfil a social function of legitimating social differences” (Bourdieu 1984: 7).
The discussions concerning taste overviewed here appear applicable to craft beer
as a whole. This is due to the fact that craft beer drinkers may assume they have better
“taste” in beer than “average” or “normal” beer consumers, which can allude to a
fondness for the flavor of the product but is more likely to suggest some level of assumed
superiority in discerning what constitutes “good taste” in beer, which, by way of
Bourdieu, would speak to their personal views on their own status.

Scenes and Pathways
Having reviewed literature on a number of topics that pertain to the engagement
with a particular action, whether that be that act of shaving or the act of consuming craft
beer, I now turn to a discussion of literature pertaining to individuals that engage in
such behaviors. I do not seek to typify these individuals for theoretical purposes, but
instead wish to possibly reveal the mechanisms that lead them to, and keep them excited
about something, in this case craft beer. I explore the notion of “scenes” and “pathways”
to accomplish such aims.
David Moore advances the notion of a scene through his ethnographic research
on drug users in Australia. “’Scene’ tries to encapsulate the cultural diversity, fluidity
and heterogeneity of social entities, but it leaves unaddressed the closed and bounded
connotations of ‘subculture’” (Moore 2004: 201). Essentially, pathways are
conceptualized as “how scenes are linked together” (Moore 2004: 201). Adopting this
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terminology, tasting rooms found in breweries, events put on by craft beer collectives,
and even a bus company dedicated to transporting consumers between these spaces can
all be viewed as pathways ultimately directing traffic to a craft beer scene. Furthermore,
these two concepts may feed off each other, with the growth of the scene positively
correlated to the number of associated pathways.
Why might brewers bother concerning themselves with creating pathways and
encouraging the development of a specific craft beer scene? In short, doing so creates
“an experience” – and one that departs from the previously discussed “mere experience”
– associated with craft beer. While you can just buy it and consume it at your leisure,
you can also go to your local brewery and participate in the “collective excitement” that
is the craft beer scene, a concept building upon Durkheim’s “collective effervescence”
and explained by Peter Stromberg (2012) to discuss cigarette smoking practices. Is it
possible that these are the mechanisms likely attract and initiate new comers to the
collective craft beer drinking community? The topic of experience and these related
subtopics are explored more within the discussion chapter.

Moving Beyond Craft Beer
There are many suitable theoretical frameworks to draw on in order to investigate
the factors that encourage the consumption of craft beer. Pulling from a diverse
collection of disciplines, primarily within the social sciences, allows for prioritizing those
most relevant for research aims rather than privileging anthropological literature or any
one “grand theory.” Evaluating how experience, senses, skill, taste, and manufactured
environments such as “scenes” all coalesce to produce a climate in which craft beer gains
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popularity affords an opportunity for a rich ethnographic study that compliments a
number of trajectories across the scientific literary canon.
The preceding sections presented here do not even begin to approach the entirety
of the literature on any of the respective topics. However, they do produce overviews of
important analytical lenses with which to view the growth of the local craft beer
industry. Due to length concerns associated with this section I have opted not to
elaborate on certain sections, and some readers may protest that there is not enough
effort in creating dialogue between them. However, I will revisit some of the key
takeaways from this response and couple them with those from the following section,
which is concerned with production, consumption, and its intersections. In doing so, I
will better position myself to interpret findings and situate them within existing
literature, which is done in the final chapter.

Production and its Intersection with Consumption
Anthropology is a discipline that prides itself in a holistic approach to examining
what it means to be human. This is reflected in the North American four-field tradition,
allowing for an integrated approach at attempts to understand people across time and
space. While the four-field approach is a useful one, the research topic is “cultural” in
nature and thus literature from that field of anthropology will be drawn on primarily to
address theoretical frameworks applicable to the research topic, as well as overlapping
disciplines that draw on these frameworks and produce their own literature on the topic
of production and consumption.
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The social sciences, and anthropology in particular, have long demonstrated
interest in the production of things. Within anthropology, some of the earliest studies,
such as Bronislaw Malinowski’s (1922) seminal ethnographic study of the Trobianders
includes some discussion of procuring raw materials and fashioning them into useful
objects, in this particular case canoes that would be used for voyages between islands in
order to exchange bracelets and necklaces. It is this exchange system, the Kula ring, that
provided the foundation for studies that did not utilize a market system for exchanges
but instead forms of reciprocity, with sociologist Marcel Mauss and others contributing
greatly to the recognition and study of what became dubbed the “Gift Economy” (Cheal
2015).
Anthropology’s tradition, and long-standing fixation, on studying exotic cultures
and those perceived as different from their own resulted in a considerable amount of
time passing before studies turned to a more “contemporary” or “complex” form of
procuring and using products in everyday life. These products, or commodities, are not
made by the individual using them, the consumer, but instead are created, distributed,
and marketed to individuals by people, or collections thereof, that seek to realize a
monetary profit from these actions (Marx 1967).
One of the most prominent social scientists in history, Karl Marx (1967) provides
an all-encompassing review of production, albeit primarily within capitalist societies,
that has inspired generations of scholars interested in the topic (Miller 1995, Robotham
2012, Roseberry 1988). And it was within this context that he described the procedures
used to generate items, or commodities, which could be sold for a profit. Despite his
research occurring prior to the period associated with the development of the discipline
of anthropology – the early twentieth century – his resulting works would not
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significantly appear in anthropological literature until the discipline’s gaze became
wider, encompassing evaluations of modes of capitalist production (Roseberry 1988).
As demonstrated by this very brief introduction to the topic of production, and
even more limited discussion of consumption, the topics are integral to any
investigation of humankind, especially one that claims to incorporate the entirety of the
human experience. The approaches taken, and even the timeframe in which they were
initially employed, is important for understanding the trajectory of studies of
production and consumption within the academic literature on the topic. The resulting
paradigms, and the malleability of them, is also of importance if evaluating the
intersection of the two topics. For these reasons, upon introducing a topic, I then
present detailed overviews of several works that either review extant literature on the
topics or are considered seminal works due to a specific call for action or theoretical
position generated. The reviews themselves do not include my own views on the
thoughts presented, thus serving more as traditional literature reviews, as I prefer to
save such musings for a section that attempts to bring them in dialogue with each other
with an eye towards generating an approach best suited for evaluating the production
and consumption nexus, and more specifically that nexus as it pertains to “craft”
commodities.

Production
As previously mentioned, production of physical items appeared in a cursory
manner in some of the earliest ethnographic works. Like those before them, scholars
that closely followed founders like Malinowski and Franz Boas, such as Ruth Benedict
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and Margaret Mead, did not fixate on the underlying mechanisms of producing tangible
items, but instead investigated the “production” of systems and norms, such as culture
(Benedict 1934) and gender norms (Mead 1928). It was not until a serious turn back to
Marxist ideas that the discipline seriously engaged with theories of production for
material entities.

Political Economy
Political economy can be viewed as the integration of Marxist informed analyses
on economic systems, with a specific focus on production (Robotham 2012). Due to
Marx’s stature within the social sciences and the nature of anthropological interests, it
would seem as if this would be a logical starting point for early studies of production.
However, nothing ever happens in a vacuum, and due to the political climate of the midtwentieth century in the United States, scholars with ties there were reluctant to
produce literature explicitly tied to his work (Moore 2012: 157). As the stigma
surrounding Marx relented, a proliferation of work drawing on the frameworks
produced by Marx and/or Engels entered the American academic canon and offered
alternatives to Marx-inspired works by French structuralists, “known as the
‘articulation’ school” (Robotham 2012: 42) or “cerebral Marxism” (Firth 1972).
Early political economy efforts, or “gut” or “visceral” Marxism (Firth 1972),
attempted to take a global approach in analyzing the local realities of economic systems
within a community while recognizing the importance of history and class systems
(Roseberry 1988), with anthropologists such as Eric Wolf and Sidney Mintz contributing
greatly to these efforts through their works that depart from the cultural ecology
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approach heralded by Julian Steward, who both worked with while studying at
Columbia (Roseberry 1988). Eventually, the approaches developed by Wolf and Mintz,
among others, found some common ground with the foundational French works and
their derivatives to produce what is commonly referred to as a “political economy”
approach within the social science literary canon (Roseberry 1988). The approach is
seen as an answer to the exclusion of “class, capitalism, and power” within studies of
“culture, history, and practice,” as well as a way in which “anthropologists can creatively
deal with the theoretical and methodological tensions imposed by the attempt to place
anthropological subjects at the intersections of local and global histories” (Roseberry
1988: 179).
Sidney Mintz, a key figure in the early development of an anthropology informed
by political economy, produces one of the more exhaustive coverages of a topic in his
celebrated book, “Sweetness and Power” (1985). In this work, Mintz mixes global tastes
with local realities, demonstrating just the type of power consumers exert over distant
lands and their populations, who are at times comprised of forcibly relocated people
“imported” to meet labor demands. He chronicles the rise in popularity of sugar, driven
by a number of forces affecting production, distribution, and pricing, that coincided
with the growth of industrialism.
Numerous other scholars utilize political economy to investigate a plethora of
topics, ranging from language (Gal 1989) to fertility (Greenhalgh 1990). Calling political
economy the “parent discipline of the human sciences,” Singer (1986: 113) tackles the
topic of alcoholism using this approach. He articulates six points for examination:
(1) Abusive drinking is a health and social problem of tremendous
magnitude.
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(2) Abusive drinking develops under identifiable social conditions that are
the product of class relations
(3) Given class conflict, heavy drinking may serve as a mechanism of ingroup social solidarity.
(4) The extent of drinking and alcohol-related problems, however, is tied
to the availability of alcohol.
(5) A key role in the promotion or at least facilitation of availability is
played by the State.
(6) The other major role is played by the social class that controls and
profits from alcohol production and distribution. [Singer 1986: 117]
In discussing these points, Singer goes on to state revelations about alcoholism,
such as the fact that it is not just endemic of the lower classes, the state plays an integral
role in shaping the alcohol industry and, by extension, drinking practices, and that
despite industry claims that marketing efforts are little more than brand wars,
advertisements can grow the base of alcohol consumers rather than reallocate existing
market shares.

Bourdieu
Despite the popularity and proliferation of political economy, it is far from the
only framework used in evaluating production. Informed by the structuralism traditions
present within the social sciences of his native France, Pierre Bourdieu offers an
approach that recognizes the strengths of political economy, such as its analytical focus
and historical awareness, but claims to better contextualize the environments that
entities act within, or “fields.” He presents such an approach in his overview of
economic anthropology (Bourdieu 2005).
Bourdieu uses fields comprised of agents to describe the landscape that exists in
relation to industries. Agents are the companies that occupy and shape the field through
their actions. Agents with more access to capital can exert more force on the shape of the
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field. Bourdieu cites W.H Hamilton’s overview of American sectors of industry to
reiterate his point that the growth and development of sectors, and by extensions,
“fields” is not ahistorical nor necessarily absolutely analogous.
He goes on to identify various types of capital, with financial capital, or the ability
to expertly utilize banking institutions to accumulate and wield financial instruments to
amass the other forms of capital, such as cultural, technological, juridical and
organizational, commercial, social, and symbolic. He defines technological capital as the
understanding of, or ability to realize, efficiencies in production, commercial capital as
an ability to get products to market, create awareness and provide services, social capital
as the accumulation of resources through relations, and symbolic capital as the ability to
confer meaning upon a brand or other icon.
Bourdieu posits that companies grow as a result of economies of scale and
strengthen their relative position within a field due to exerting their influence and thus
impacting the size and influence of other companies within their shared field. However,
he notes that this influence can come in the form of something akin to “stacking the
deck” in their favor rather than outperforming competitors by other measures tied to
production or distribution. The structuring processes within a given field are such that it
rarely allows itself to become distorted and misshapen, even if this requires creating
mechanisms within the structure to safeguard its current form (e.g. legislative pieces
meant to reduce wage bargaining power or “open” new markets). Additionally, those
best positioned within the field (i.e. comprising the largest percentage of the field) are
generally afforded more resources for strategic visions as they more fully understand the
structuring of the field and have a better ability to haggle over the price of materials
needed for production due to their sheer size. And by extension, others occupying the
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same field are left to strategize within the constraints bound on them by the structure
primarily created by the largest occupier of the field who exerts greater influence on said
constraints. These larger occupiers are becomingly increasingly larger through a series
of mergers and acquisitions.
Leaders (i.e. the largest firms) of a field are uniquely positioned to dictate the
parameters of the field and thus try and force others to operate on the fringes if
mounting serious challenges to their structuring forces. However, they are also in a
position to strengthen the overall health of the field and possibly grow it should they so
choose, but conversely can seek to stagnate such growth by means of weakening the
health of other firms occupying it. One way in which the latter can be accomplished is by
utilizing symbolic capital to generate, either in reality or at least in theory, symbols of
their dominance such as expansion or better positioning for responses to future price
sensitivity, in addition to waging a war of attrition through defensive, even if static,
positions. It is the size and structuring power of these firms that allow them to use time
to their advantage.
Size often factors into the force a firm can exert on a field, with only firms close in
size often able to seriously challenge the position of the dominant firm. However,
smaller firms can specialize and thus fill market gaps or, at a minimum, differentiate
their offerings. It is generally the mid-sized firm that finds itself squeezed out from the
field entirely as it does not possess the ability to structure the field in a way that is
ultimately beneficial to itself, but it also lacks the agility to specialize. Technological
change may threaten a given position within a field, but cannot accomplish a restricting
of the field on its own as it requires other forms of capital to do so.
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Fields can expand and contract to accommodate or expel subfields based on
boundaries that are malleable. Firms within a field often work towards modifying the
boundaries so as to strengthen their overall position within a subfield or field. These
boundaries can sometimes be localized through the identification of entities aligning
themselves with a specific subfield, such as a professional organization. It is the state’s
influence that is commonly fought over among firms, as the state exerts its control in
ways that can hardly be deemed impartial or devoid of favorites (i.e. often those with the
most capital at their disposal). It is this influence that is deemed most important to
factors outside of the field itself, but others such as changing consumer trends brought
on by wholesale changes to society (e.g. altered demographics or a newly integrated
workforce) can also provide opportunities for less dominant firms to challenge the
structure of the field as they are better positioned to respond to new consumer
demands.
No single individual wields absolute power over pricing or similar decisions.
Firms operate as their own respective field, replete with actors that also operate in
similar manners as their firm within its industrial field. Individuals better positioned
(i.e. executive(s)) – through access to either more capital in general or more capital of a
specific nature that is valued by the firm – to exert their will on the firm do so with an
underlying desire to better position the firm within its field. However, prudent decision
making in one regard does not mandate across the board success, as evidenced by Henry
Ford’s ability to produce and distribute efficiently but inability to retain effective
managerial staff members.
Members of a given industrial field are aware of the intricacies of their field and
react accordingly, especially as it pertains to their position within it relative to
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competitors. These reactions or preemptive actions may also be based on assumptions
about competitors’ intentions. Some firms can occupy “niches,” which Bourdieu equates
to lesser firms occupying the field, which occupy this space out of necessity and thusly
may be viewed as a self-fulfilling prophecy but is simply the self-regulatory mechanism
that exists within the field in order to attempt to maintain its overall shape, size, and
internal contents (i.e. firms). Additionally, actions synonymous with “indirect conflict,”
written about by Simmel (Weinstein and Weinstein 1990) and cited here by Bourdieu
(2015), by dominant firms may not always seek to destroy or even engage in competition
with other firms occupying a field, but this by no means guarantees that the actions do
not have deleterious consequences.
In his complete discussion of economic anthropology, which is the aim of this
particular work, Bourdieu (2015) also overviews the nature of consumption and its
interrelation with production. However, the organization of this chapter calls for
overviewing such arguments in a separate section dedicated to consumption. Therefore,
in continuing with the topic of production and attempting to contextualize it within the
literature on craft commodities, I turn to a contemporary work on producers of artisan
cheese.

Producing Artisan Cheese
Heather Paxson (2013) builds on her previously introduced notion of “economies
of sentiment” (Paxson 2006) in a full-blown ethnographic monograph that
contextualizes her theoretical positioning of artisan cheesemakers and their actions
within the lived realities of these individuals. The work is undoubtedly a focus on the
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producers of artisan, or “craft,” cheese and not a study of consumers, although Paxson
herself admits she is a consumer and thus the work is not entirely devoid of some
discussion of this group of actors, too.
Paxson overviews the landscape that the new food producers of America, “college
educated and urban raised,” that are investing in land and local community find
themselves occupying (2013: 1). A historical overview of factors that have been
detrimental to the Vermont dairy industry, such as economies of scale and favorable
climates in California and government initiatives, including subsidies, meant to grow
the average herd size and reduce the number of overall milk producers, situate the
political and economic climate that these individuals operate within. Global factors,
such as a weakening of the US Dollar in relation to the Euro and food movements
focusing on small scale production (e.g. Slow Food movement) gaining popularity, are
also presented in relation to consumer trends.
It is within this context that artisan cheeses gain prominence. The diminishing,
or outright vanishing, of profits associated with milk production lead to a desire to
identify other ways of life that allow for a livelihood emanating from a farmstead
complete with dairy cows. When coupled with an increased demand for artisan food
products, such as cheese, producers are given the option to turn their otherwise
unprofitable milk into a more desirable product. This leads to what Paxson terms an
“unfinished commodity,” as “it has not (yet?) been reduced to an apparent equivalence
between intrinsic value and market value. The unfinished character of artisanal cheese
as a commodity calls attention to the instability, and hence open promise, of its
heterogeneous forms of value,” thus resisting traditional Marxist interpretations of
commodities (Paxson 2013: 13).
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The additional profits available through transforming dairy milk into artisanal
cheese are hardly the primary reason behind choosing to seek out the business model, as
Paxson notes that a survey she administered reveals upwards of 14 percent of artisan
cheesemakers report an annual income of less than 25 thousand US Dollars. Instead,
individuals are likely to produce artisan cheese because it represents “a reordering of
values that are pervasive and enduring in American culture – autonomy and selfdetermination, belief in the virtue (and reward) of hard work, a communitarian ethos of
neighborliness, concern for the natural environment, and faith in future progress”
(Paxson 2013: 6).
Paxson’s assertion that artisan cheesemaking is a reflection of these reordered
values plays into her notion of “economies of sentiment.” She states that “economies of
sentiment point to the cultural, emotional, ethical, and political dispositions that
motivate people, in this case, to assume the economic risk and backbreaking labor of
making cheese in small batches using minimal technology” (Paxson 2013: 66). It is
therefore the producers’ connection with the land they raise cattle on, the commitment
to ethical treatment of animals and laborers, and other dispositions that producers must
weigh instead of purely profit motivations when making decisions concerning their
production methods. Ultimately, each producer is responsible for individually
navigating the resulting maze, but it is noted that “economies of sentiment may be
experienced as personal commitments, but they nonetheless reflect the historical
moments in which they were forged and to which they must continue to adapt” (Paxson
2013: 94).
Paxson also provides a detailed definition of “craft.” She argues that craft is:
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•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Beginning with technical knowledge of and direct engagement with
raw materials;
Hands-on in an empirical as well as manipulative sense;
Engaging synesthetic reason;
Expressing appreciation for the process of workmanship;
Engaging in social as well as practical knowledge embedded in
traditions of practice (a craftsperson is not an auteur);
Producing well-functioning objects with utilitarian value
Producing nonstandardized objects whose natural variation adds
aesthetic and commercial value to the objects, yet that conform
recognizably to a pre-imagined form [Paxson 2013: 151]

She also asserts that Bourdieu’s notion of habitus is applicable to understanding
how and why artisan cheesemakers make the decisions that they do in business and
everyday life. While Paxson’s work is undoubtedly deserving of a more complete review
for other, different topics, I turn now to the other side of the coin: consumption.

Consumption
Consumption seems like a logical extension of research efforts within
anthropology, but for numerous reasons it largely escaped the anthropological lens for
what may be viewed as an unreasonable amount of time. I begin a discussion of
consumption by reviewing Miller’s (1995) overview of some of the earliest literature on
the topic and then include other works integral to a contemporary understanding of the
topic.

Foundations of an Anthropology of Consumption
Miller (1995) presents an overview of anthropology’s fairly recent engagement
with the topic of consumption. He is not using the term in relation to the use of drugs or
other “noncommodified goods” in the vein of Hugh-Jones (1995) but instead in terms of
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individuals’ engagement with commodities (Miller 1995: 141)1. Anthropology is not just
playing catch up in terms of related disciplines’ interest in the research topic, as
demonstrated by a dearth of published research coming from sociology, human
geography and the like, on the topic between the 1950s and 1970s, but instead is
articulating its thoughts on the matter upon recognizing the centrality of the concept to
modern human existence.
Miller discusses some of the earliest works on consumption by way of Mary
Douglas (1978) and Pierre Bourdieu (1984). Their research on consumption and the
resulting analytical and theoretical frameworks have been integrated into approaches by
other disciplines of a wide range, such as advertising and cultural studies. Douglas and
her coauthor, economist Baron Isherwood, contrast anthropological and economic
approaches to understanding consumption, with the former approaching “commodities
as a system of categories” (Miller 1995: 142). Bourdieu approaches the topic by drawing
on his previous research efforts, “which assigns objects a particular role in the
naturalization of ideology” (Miller 1995: 142) and recognizes that there is a positive
correlation between familiarity with objects and underlying, yet often uninvestigated,
explanatory powers associated with them. Miller stops short of using Bourdieu’s
“habitus” (discussed in more detail in a section dedicated to Bourdieu’s thoughts on
economic anthropology), but alludes to it and its importance in Bourdieu’s work on
consumption. Marshall Sahlins and Jean Baudrillard are referenced in passing as
contributing to the foundation of consumption studies, but Miller equates Sahlins’s
(1976) work with semiotics more than consumption and laments Baudrillard’s late-

1

Unless otherwise stated, the content within this subsection is drawn from Miller’s 1995 review.
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career fixation on postmodernism, claiming it created a chasm between ethnographic
inquiry on the topic and Baudrillard’s approach.
Consumption as a research topic picked up steam, with the 1980s seeing an
onslaught of literature on the topic, coming from disciplines, who like anthropology, had
previously been relatively silent on the topic. Additional anthropologists offered their
thoughts on the matter at this time as well, with Arjun Appaduri (1986) critiquing, by
way of an edited volume of case studies, extant literature on gifts and commodities and
drawing attention to its collective effect on previously held aversions by the discipline to
engage with commodities in meaningful ways rather than dismissing them as unworthy
of investigation. Miller also cites his previous (1987) work on consumption, asserting
that it draws on theoretical musings by Marx and Simmel and “contextualized
consumption in terms of a well-established analysis of culture as objectification” (Miller
1995: 143). Finally, McCracken’s (1988) and Rutz and Orlove’s (1989) contributions are
introduced with little fanfare or description, save for the former drawing attention to
other disciplines’ engagement with anthropology and the latter being the first serious
effort on consumption by economic anthropologists.
Miller also offers a discussion of “precedents” such as “spheres of exchange
(Bohannan 1955), the study of prestige goods (Friedman and Rowlands 1978), or cargo
cults (Worsley 1957)” and the fact that most “functionalist monographs” often ended
with a chapter on social change, which alludes to consumption but falls short of
addressing it in a serious manner (Miller 1995: 143). He also mentions that the
realization that others consuming items produced for “the West” is not indicative of
inappropriate behavior or attempts to mimic. “Rather there is the equality of genuine
relativism that makes none of us a model of real consumption and all of us creative
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variants of social processes based around the possession and use of commodities”
(Miller 1995: 144). The conclusion drawn is that consumption can mirror kinship’s
transformation from shunned topic to front and center of anthropology.
Miller explains the lack of engagement with consumption by way of
anthropology’s operating assumption that consumption was tied to an encroachment on
their field site by forces that were going to corrupt traditional ways of life. Upon finally
embracing the research topic, it was closely tied to Marxist approaches and
commoditization and hegemony, with resistance to such efforts by locals often
highlighted, if not championed in the literature. Religion is cited as one of the
institutions that greatly assists in resistance movements, with Miller citing the Amish as
a textbook example. Resistance eventually gives way to the concept of appropriation
within the theoretical literature, with de Certeau’s (1984) “tactics of the weak” signifying
the pinnacle of such arguments.
Miller also overviews the progression from an assumption that gift and
commodities were vastly different to a critique of the notion. The inclusion of
Appadurai’s (1986) original assertion that this dichotomy was false is built on when
Gell’s (1992) claim that engaging in reciprocal gift exchanging is actually a derivative of
a bartering system complete with commodities is introduced. Miller posits that similar
theoretical positions, devoid of a reductionist approach that limits commoditization and
consumption to either a positive or negative development, will morph into analyses of
extant explanatory frameworks of modernization.
Material culture, despite being on a downward trend from a relevance
standpoint, started to seriously engage with the notion of the commodity, a not unlikely
development given the tradition of investigating objects and, by extension, their social
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relevance. The approach draws on frameworks by Douglas and Bourdieu for precisely
that reason. Kopytoff (1986) provides an explicit link with alienability in his analysis of
the commodity, adding another theorist’s work and analytical approach to the then
budding topic. Additionally, food and drink became popular topics of inquiry within the
context of consumption, with Miller citing efforts such as Douglas’s (1987) Constructive
Drinking. However, according to Miller this is about as mundane as anthropologists are
willing to go in their pursuit of researching commodities.
Despite being late to the game when it comes to engaging with the topic, the
branch of anthropology most tied to consumption on the surface, economic
anthropology, produces a considerable amount of literature on the topic. Miller asserts
that the literature aligns with political economy research approaches and that
“anthropologists have been concerned with mapping out the detailed changes that are
simply glossed over in economists’ descriptions of aggregate behavior and also with
challenging the assumptions of economic itself with regard to motivation” and
proselytize a questioning of the universality of commonly used economic terms such as
“market and even capitalism” (Miller 1995: 151). He notes the chasm between
production and consumption within individual research efforts, save for a select few on
textiles (Bayly 1986, Bowie 1993, Cohn 1989, Heath 1992). He foreshadows his own
research within Trinidad that contextualizes consumption and production within a
localized setting. He also cites Mintz’s (1985) Sweetness and Power as an effort to open
dialogue between consumption and production, but notes this is done with an eye
towards understanding how consumption trends within more economically privileged
regions affect producers in dissimilar circumstances.
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One unavoidable takeaway from Miller’s overview of the research is that
consumption studies do not encompass the entirety of human populations. Studies have
moved away from assuming homogeneity among consumers within a given region,
noting differences in gender and class (Jules-Rosette 1990, Lull 1988, Tobin 1992), but
have failed to seriously approach an understanding of a “first-world consumption
imperative” or sudden swings within common consumption behavior, such as “the rise
of green goods and associated practices” (Miller 1995: 153). Miller calls on ethnographic
explorations of these topics, along with studies on shopping and pricing, to round out
the literature on consumption.
The culmination of Miller’s article is his assertion that consumption will become
the modern-day kinship within anthropology. Essentially, he argues, consumption, like
kinship, is all-encompassing and can provide a bedrock for research efforts in any given
group of people in any place in the world. He also offers up a definition of consumption:
the reliance of goods not produced by the people using them. His advice to future
researchers is to treat consumption with the same approach commonly called for within
anthropology, and that is with an “exotic” (read: strange) starting point for the familiar.

Building on Foundations
Miller’s (1995) overview of anthropological literature on consumption is timely in
the respect that it sets the stage for his edited volume on the topic: Material Cultures:
Why Some Things Matter. The work is a collection of studies, primarily by students of
Miller, which are ethnographic in nature and seek to undermine established
dichotomies detrimental to studies focused on consumption. Miller (1998) posits that by
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recognizing things can be both material and cultural, both local and global, that
production and consumption need not be rigidly divided, and that consumption, in all
its various formats is not inherently good nor evil will be central ideas for any
anthropological pursuit of the topic of consumption.
Nestled within the other studies of the edited volume is a selection from Miller’s
research in Trinidad. In “Coca-Cola: a black sweet drink from Trinidad” Miller (1998)
drives home points raised in his introductory chapter. He suggests that the “fear of
objects supplanting people” has led to an interest in material culture, but that early fears
of a Marxist nature (i.e. fearing the use of the commodity to solidify the system of
capitalism) have been surpassed by fears based in postmodernism that suggest cultural
purity based on the absence of commodities (Miller 1998: 245). This is the springboard
Miller uses to launch into a discussion of a “meta-commodity” rife with symbolism:
Coca-Cola.
Leaving behind arguments of Coca-Cola as a beacon of forced globalization, and
an unhealthy one at that, Miller contextualizes the production and consumption of the
drink not only within his field site of Trinidad but also within a global community that is
also integral to the production and consumption of the drink, at times even within the
small island nation. Miller cites an interview with a Coca-Cola advertising executive to
foreground the brand’s decision to produce localized advertising efforts within its global
corporate structure, or “strategies for global localization” (Miller 1998: 247).
The ubiquity of Coca-Cola may lead some to assume that it is distributed around
the globe in its final format, but Miller points out that it is produced locally. This is not
to say that Coca-Cola owns the mechanisms for the local production of Coca-Cola, but
instead simply provides franchisees with the raw materials, in this case the concentrate
50

for the drink, that is turned into the recognizable commodity. Marketing campaigns for
the drink are also local productions, but Coca-Cola offers direction through global
advertising firms they employ and assumes half of marketing costs should the local
bottler proceed with their directives. This demonstrates that neither the local producer
nor the global corporation act autonomously, and instead reflect the global-local
realities of production.
Miller also chronicles the competitive arena in which local and global entities
operate. Local competition is such that the price of soft drinks in Trinidad is
considerably lower relative to adjacent Caribbean nations. State mechanisms aimed at
price-control measures also ensure that the cost does not exceed an amount most
consumers on the island are willing to pay for the drink. Additionally, Coca-Cola itself is
subject to competition, not just from other producers of rival soft drinks on the island
but also from its own franchisee who resists the corporations’ overtures to produce its
flagship orange soda, Fanta, due to the production of its own soft drink comfortably
nestled within the local market and generating higher profits than the production of
Fanta.
Having sufficiently covered the various actors associated with the production of
soft drinks, and specifically Coca-Cola, Miller turns to the consumption of the product.
He notes that soft drinks can be categorized as either “red” or “black” within Trinidad,
with Coca-Cola occupying the latter category and soft drinks with deeper local roots and
reddish hues aligning with the former. Miller turns to discussions of history, class, and
ethnicity to situate the two categories of soft drinks within consumption practices of
Trinidad. Attention is given to local advertising campaigns that are mindful of such
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classifications. Consumer preferences are also discussed, with Miller citing examples of
successful pushback about packaging changes and reduced sugar content.
In concluding his ethnographic response to his own call to action, Miller asserts
that it is imperative to study both production and consumption from local and global
realities. Furthermore, he argues that ethnography is the methodology best suited to
reveal local practices and underlying meanings.
Returning to Bourdieu’s (2005) discussion of economic anthropology allows for
presenting his thoughts on consumption. Bourdieu’s coverage of the topic is difficult to
grasp, but seems to constantly refer back to habitus and its explanatory framework
which seeks to prove other economic theory wrong, especially rational behavior theory.
Bourdieu’s discussion of production (“fields”) is lengthy, but borderline
exhaustive. It presents a readymade framework from which to discuss producers, their
internal and external relationships, and their behaviors. However, the discussion of
consumers is more disjointed and seemingly devolves into a critique of existing
economic theories rather than presenting an overview of consumption in a manner
similar to that of production. This may be that Bourdieu assumes he has covered the
topic elsewhere, but he does not point the reader in that direction if this is the case.
Furthermore, links between production and consumption are merely implied rather
than explicitly explained. And while Bourdieu peppers in mentions of history, in
individual and collective terms, the discussion of its importance seems limited.
However, his takeaway is that his overall aim was to force economics to incorporate a
historical approach, as this had been the origins of the discipline.

52

Interdisciplinary Approaches
A case study of local consumption practices as influenced by local realities and
global forces (Miller 1998) combined with a more theoretical treatment of the structural
workings of production and consumption and their interactions (Bourdieu 2005) is far
from an exhaustive overview of the topic of consumption, even from an anthropological
point of view. However, I view these two works as sufficient for approaching an
understanding of where the topic fits within the discipline’s literary canon. For now, I
turn to an interdisciplinary body of literature on consumption, one referred to as
Consumer Culture Theory (CCT).
Marketers Eric Arnould and Craig Thompson (2005) overview literature from a
multitude of disciplines with a focus on consumption published primarily in the Journal
of Consumer Research (JCR). The two label this body of literature, which eschews any
overarching “grand theory” for an explicit addressing of “the dynamic relationships
between consumer actions, the marketplace, and cultural meanings,” as Consumer
Culture Theory (CCT) (Arnould and Thompson 2005: 868). The authors posit that this
collection of work does not reduce culture to homogenous representations of given
nation-states, but instead “explores the heterogeneous distribution of meanings and the
multiplicity of overlapping cultural groupings that exist within the broader sociohistoric
frame of globalization and market capitalism” (Arnould and Thompson 2005: 869).
Additionally, they argue that “consumer culture denotes a social arrangement in which
the relations between lived culture and social resources, and between meaningful ways
of life and the symbolic and material resource on which they depend, are mediated
through markets” (Arnould and Thompson 2005: 869).
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Upon introducing unifying themes among the otherwise disparate pieces of
literature that comprise CCT, an effort to dispel associated myths is made. The first of
such myths is that, despite its name, Consumer Culture Theory, research efforts do little
to advance the development of consumption theories and instead privilege geographical
or finite topical interests. The two claim that the nature of the studies mandates
contextualizing actions within the environment they occur in, citing Geertz’s (1973)
claim that situated research is necessary for general theory development on a topic of
interest. Another myth is that CCT differentiates itself from other consumer research
through mainly methodological differences. They admit that CCT interest in
“experiential and sociocultural dimensions of consumption” lead to more use of
methods qualitative in nature since “experiments, surveys, or database modeling” are
unlikely to produce that data sought out by researchers; however, it is also stated that
quantitative approaches are welcomed when research aims align with their use (Arnould
and Thompson 2005: 870). Finally, they refute the myth that CCT is of little relevance to
those operating outside of its boundaries.
Having meticulously outlined what CCT is not, the authors set out to present
what they view as specific research programs: Consumer identity projects, marketplace
cultures, the sociohistoric patterning of consumption, and mass-mediated marketplace
ideologies and consumers’ interpretive strategies. Consumer identity projects focus on
how consumers view themselves, generally within the framing put forth by marketers. It
is a desire to search for and generate an identity or identities and how that is
accomplished that is generally investigated within these studies. Marketplace cultures
seek to address the central question of “how does the emergence of consumption as a
dominant human practice reconfigure cultural blueprints for action and interpretation,
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and vice versa?” (Arnould and Thompson 2005: 873). Sociohistoric patterning of
consumption is essentially concerned with the intersectionality of classificatory systems
like ethnicity, gender, community, and class as they pertain to consumers. Finally, massmediated marketplace ideologies and consumers’ interpretive strategies investigates
consumer ideology, something Arnould and Thompson (2005) liken to hegemony,
without using the term, by way of Hirschman (1993). The authors present works within
each research program and allude to some differences in treatments of consumers or
their actions, with one such example being that the mass-mediated marketplace
ideologies and consumers’ interpretive strategies studies views consumers as
“interpretive agents” rather than “passive dupes” (Arnould and Thompson 2005: 875).
In closing, the authors rearticulate their views on the state of CCT and its aims.
They posit that the literature being produced is an answer to the call for a theories of
“consumption and marketplace behaviors” as well as advancing the idea that
“consumption is a historically shaped mode of sociocultural practice that emerges
within the structures and ideological imperatives of dynamic marketplaces” (Arnould
and Thompson 2005: 875). The call for the continued dialogue between CCT and other
approaches to consumer research, as well as studies that attempt to understand what
underlying processes, from a historical and institutional standpoint, play into the
creation of both the marketplace and consumers as social categories.

Engaging with the Literature
The preceding sections have outlined numerous approaches to analyzing and
representing production, consumption, and their intersections. Until now, I have
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abstained from overly critical readings of the literature or attempts to position my own
research within the resulting body of work. However, such actions will be necessary if I
am to compare and contrast the utility of extant theoretical and analytical offerings on
the topics in order to build on relevant works and address existing gaps. Given this
requirement, I save such content for the discussion chapter.

Inclusion, Exclusion, and Addressing Gaps
In order to position my dissertation within the literature, I must explicitly state
research aims. The study is an investigation of consumption. More specifically, it is a
study of the consumption of craft commodities. It is also a study of production. More
specifically, it is a study of the production of craft commodities. The craft commodity
under investigation is craft beer, and the geographical setting of the research is the
Greater Tampa Bay region. The research aims to understand the potential linkages
between production and consumption within this field site.
I return to the literature on production and consumption to identify the most
relevant approaches to addressing the research problems stated. The political economy
studies previously outlined are extremely useful for the purposes of identifying the
“modes of production.” Therefore, it may be ideal to incorporate this in any approach
meant to identify and analyze resource procurement, allocation, and labor practices. It
may also be useful for general mapping of all actors associated with the production of
craft beer.
Bourdieu’s (2005) theory of fields and their respective structuring offers a nice
complement to the political economy approach. Upon identifying various actors
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associated with production, it stands to reason that they should be placed within their
respective field and their actions, however effective or futile they may prove to be,
should be catalogued and analyzed using the framework laid out by Bourdieu. Decisions
made by breweries may also be investigated within Paxson’s (2012) “economies of
sentiment.”
Distribution, an activity not explicitly tied to production but clearly still part of a
commodity chain yet seemingly further from consumption than production, is also of
interest to the study as it serves as a logistical link between producers and consumers.
The forced separation of production and distribution created through the three-tier
system (Florida Beer Wholesalers Association 2016) ensures that additional actors are
required to make the produced beer accessible for consumption. Therefore, it is
assumed that these actors operate within their own field yet exert structuring pressures
on the fields and are therefore worthy of inclusion in any analysis of production.
The dissertation therefore seeks to draw on existing theoretical frameworks
concerning production. In this regard it merely compliments and builds on extant
literature on the topic rather than specifically aiming to address deficiencies. On the
surface, the research adds little to the production literature, but the same cannot be said
regarding consumption. This is due to the fact that most commodity-oriented
ethnographies fixate on some aspect of production (Holmes 2013, Paxson 2012,
Yelvington 1995). Therefore, this research is different in that it seeks to generate a
critical analysis of production and its interrelatedness to the consumption of the same
commodity, much in the same way that Mintz (1985) does with sugar. Mintz (1985) is
able to argue that a symbiotic relationship between production and consumption exists
when overviewing the history of sugar, but even his seminal work occurs on such a scale
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that it necessitates an ethnohistorical approach on a near global level and thus ignores
what is often the differentiating quality of anthropological research – the “ground level”
or local community. This dissertation therefore seeks to bring ethnographic
representations of both of these processes into a manageable local context, an answer to
Miller’s (1998) call. However, the research intends to give greater voice to the
individuals engaging in such actions as compared to Miller’s cursory inclusions.
If the study seeks to investigate consumption, it is necessary to outline what is
meant by the term. Despite lengthy discussions of the phenomenon, several of which are
included here, an easily identifiable definition of the term is not evident. This is a fact
not overlooked by Graeber (2011), who critiques the mere existence of the term
“consumption” within the literature pertaining to it. Graeber presents a tidy overview of
the literature, most of which has already been discussed here at greater length, and
surmises that the discourse surrounding the topic is little more than an effort to couch
economic realities within discourses tied to Marxist theories and neoliberal ideologies so
as to create an ideal explanation for the purposes of rallying against or justifying the
status quo, respectively. While Graeber wishes to force researchers out of a bifurcated
mindset as it pertains to production and consumption, something already called for
within an allied discipline, media studies (Peck 2006), he readily admits that he himself
does not have the answer as to how this may be accomplished. However, he suggests
that what is commonly referred to as consumption, to include even seemingly mundane
activities such as television watching, be reimagined as “the sphere of the production of
human beings, not just as labor power but as persons, internalized nexes of meaningful
social relations” (Graeber 2011: 502).
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While Graeber really takes issue with the use of “consumption” as it pertains to
activities, his linguistic analysis of the term reveals that food, and by some extension,
drink, are less offensive categories to associate with the word. Being that this is a study
concerned with consumption, and more specifically the consumption of an alcoholic
beverage, it stands to reason that it should be situated within other works on this very
specific type of consumption, especially those conducted in an anthropological fashion
(de Garine and de Garine 2001, Douglas 1987, Heath 2000, and Wilson 2005).
However, I view the dissertation as less of a case study of alcohol consumption meant to
overview dangers associated with destructive forms of consumption or serve as a
comparative case study for local drinking practices on a global scale, and more of an
investigation into the purchasing and consumption of a craft commodity that happens to
have an ability to impair the consumer. This does not mean that the study cannot draw
on and contribute to this literature, nor does it absolve me of specific ethical
considerations, which will be addressed at length in the chapter on methodology, but it
does mean that its exclusion here is strategic.
The “craft” nature of the commodity being studied is deserving of further
attention. Having already outlined the nature of such products while discussing
Paxson’s (2012) work on artisan cheese, it is worth noting that cultural geographers
have associated the craft beer movement with what they term “neolocalism,” or the
strategic highlighting of a sense of place within a given locale (Flack 1997, Schnell and
Reese 2003). This sense of place is something that can be actively coopted by an entity,
in this case breweries, and made available for consumption (Urry 2002). More
contemporary studies on craft beer were being published around the time I was
conducting my initial literature review and drafting my dissertation proposal (Maciel
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and Wallendorf 2017, Maciel and Fischer 2020), and are therefore not included here
due to the inability to shape my thinking on fieldwork prior to conducting it. However,
these will be drawn on in the final chapter as the findings of this dissertation can be
situated within this more contemporary literature on the subject.

Conclusion
The preceding sections seek to address foundational concepts of production and
consumption as they pertain to the social scientific literature, specifically that produced
by anthropology. In reviewing selected works, a tradition of approaching production
form Marxist-based traditions outlasted an inhospitable climate and still is a common
practice within the discipline. However, calls for recognizing agency give space for the
inclusion of Bourdieu’s theories of practice, itself a mechanism with expansive (and
constrictive) abilities.
Consumption, a term not without conflict, followed on the heels of production
studies and sought to put a name to a previously faceless receiving end of commodities.
Several fields with varied backgrounds take a collective approach to the research topic,
producing a loosely unified collection of mostly qualitative studies aimed at recognizing
the social nature of both consumers and commodities.
The intersection of the two items is largely viewed as a useful topic of inquiry.
Calls for locally based ethnographies investigating the nexus have been answered, albeit
not in a manner sufficient to significantly push the current theoretical bounds. This
dissertation seeks to accomplish such a task by situating research within a local hub for
the production, distribution, and consumption of a product that incorporates specialized
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economies into decision making on the production side and utilizes a hyper-local
identity to resonate with consumers.
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Chapter Three:
Research Methods and Considerations

Dating back to some of its earliest works, or at least those that departed from
derided “armchair” studies (e.g. Tylor 1871), anthropology has championed the use of
ethnography for investigating its topics of interest. Ethnography can be viewed as “a
narrative that describes a culture or a part of a culture” (Bernard 2006: 24) and is the
de-facto research methodology for the discipline (Agar 2001, Bernard and Gravlee
2015). Despite occasionally being reduced to participant observation (Luker 2008),
ethnography is largely viewed as, even if rarely outlined as such in an explicit manner,
the suite of research tools anthropologists incorporate to generate, collect, analyze,
interpret, and ultimately represent data and insights on a topic of interest (LeCompte
and Schensul 2010).
Due to the numerous methods that can be incorporated into an “ethnographic”
approach to research, it is imperative to identify which are most suitable for the research
problem being investigated. In order to evaluate which methods are most likely to
generate relevant data, a theoretical problem must be formulated, as an ideal research
process will revisit the associated hypothesis upon collecting and analyzing data so that
it may evaluate its effectiveness (Bernard 2006: 69-70). Therefore, I present the
theoretical positions that the study will be based off in order to 1) not only clarify them
by bringing them all into dialogue here, but 2) to select and discuss appropriate methods
to utilize within the course of research.
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Toward an Understanding of Craft Beer Consumption
Having overviewed a significant cross-section of the social scientific literature on
a number of topics related to producing, engaging with, and consuming craft beer, I
present an initial model that serves as a hypothesis as to why there is increased
consumption of the beverage, while also accounting for the accompanying production.
A series of factors have given rise to the Slow Food movement, lead either by
producers or consumers depending on which continent you find yourself on (with
Europe an example of the former and North America the latter) (Paxson 2013). This has
resulted in consumers seeking out food, and drink, that aligns with “artisanal” modes of
production rather than “industrial” (Meneley 2007, Paxson 2013). Producers of these
products are, at least within the United States, seen as indicative of a “collective
mythology of rugged individualism and self-realization” (Paxson 2013: 6), even if in a
romanticized notion. Regardless of the validity of such projections, consumers wish to
identify with them, too, and as such are inclined to support them through the
purchasing of the fruits of their labor.
In order to purchase craft beer, consumers must first be introduced to it. This
occurs via the various “pathways” constructed by producers, all of which lead to a craft
beer “scene.” Upon their introduction to the scene, consumers decide whether or not to
engage with it by navigating their own “economies of sentiment” – a model previously
discussed in relation to producers of craft commodities, but one that is now extended to
consumers while using the same framework that incorporates “cultural, emotional,
ethical, and political dispositions that motivate people” (Paxson 2013: 66). The degree
to which a given disposition is prioritized is based on the individual’s experiences, both
past and present, real and imagined (Throop 2006). “Collective excitement” can be
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created and shared, which is akin to producing similar experiences across the various
orientations described, which grows the scene and presumably generates even more
pathways that lead to it.
Upon consciously deciding to engage with the craft beer scene, the degree to
which individuals embed themselves within the scene depends on certain factors, one of
which is likely whether or not they engage with an associated ritual, which mirrors that
outlined by de Waal Malefyt (2015), and the frequency with which they do. It is likely
that they have already settled on an identity that reflects their desired “presentation of
self” (Goffman 1959), as it likely aligns with those associated with the Slow Food
movement. Skills, such as the ability to identify and describe flavors present, are honed
in through mimicking more experienced members of the scene and highlight the sensory
engagement of the product and the accompanying skillset required to differentiate
themselves from more novice drinkers or drinkers of “macro” beers. Their increased
ability to articulate their “tastes” reinforce their own assumptions regarding their
discriminatory palates and, by extension, forms of capital. The hearkening back to “old
times” is already present within manifestations of the Slow Food movement, but the
neolocalism generated and marketed by breweries increases the odds that this resonates
with craft beer drinkers. Finally, the ritual that the consumer engages in, which refines
their associated skills and elevates their standing, is shared within the community-atlarge either through various online communities or in real life gatherings focused on the
scene.
Producers are able to meet the increased demand due to a separate, yet
interrelated, set of factors. They have grown the size of their collective “field” (Bourdieu
2005) within the broader “field” that also encompasses large, multinational producers
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of beer. Global movements have endeared the smaller producers to potential consumers,
and they have coopted the movements to increase and sustain the interest in their
product. The types and amount of capital at their disposal are restricted as compared to
larger entities operating within their field, but collective efforts allow them to push back
against the mechanisms aimed at constricting their growth and reducing the capital(s)
at their disposal. Local realities produce differing circumstances that they must operate
within, with the size of the resulting “scene” likely correlated to their ability to effectively
lobby the State (in this particular case, the literal state they operate within).
When treated in such a manner, the interrelationship between production and
consumption may reveal itself. This would thus satisfy the last aim of the research and
greatly contribute to the body of literature surrounding production and consumption
studies (for a more contemporary example of this in the Greater Tampa Bay area, see
Shaw 2017). This would add to the more contemporary works that have
anthropologically investigated both “production” and consumption of an edible
commodity (in this case matsutake mushrooms) by Tsing (2015) and Hathaway (2022),
but would be relevant to one that requires a multitude of raw ingredients, skilled
producers to bring them into concert, and legislative battles fought on local and national
scales while thwarting the desires and vast financial resources of large multinational
competitors. And may also speak to Graeber’s (2011) implication that the notion of a
dichotomy between consumers and producers is overexaggerated.
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Methods
Having now outlined the hypothesized model that explains craft beer production
and consumption, I return to a discussion of relevant methods. As previously
mentioned, this study modeled data collection after a classical approach to
anthropological research, ethnography (Agar 2001). Therefore, participant observation
and semi-structured interviews were incorporated as the primary tools used to collect
data. However, structured methods were also used, allowing for the collection of data of
a quantitative nature, and thus resulting in a mixed-methods approach to the research
(Bernard 2006). Doing so not only results in more robust data for analysis, but also
provides an opportunity for “triangulation.” Triangulation does not necessarily
strengthen claims made by increasing the validity of data due to multiple methods of
collection, but instead allows for a researcher to make sense of incongruities within data
(Mathison 1988).

Participant Observation
Participant observation, often synonymous with anthropological research in
general and described as “foundation of cultural anthropology” (Bernard 2006:342),
was employed by living in the geographical setting associated with the research and
conducting fieldwork within this setting. Participant observation for this dissertation
began in the fall of 2013 upon IRB approval for what at the time was supposed to be a
project spanning my doctoral coursework. Participant observation occurred at a wide
range of events and across numerous spaces from 2013 to 2017, to include: numerous
beer festivals, homebrew club activities (e.g. meetings), breweries, brewing
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competitions, bottle shares, and craft beer bars. Additional context is provided within
the positionality section of this chapter.
Participant observation allows for behavioral data that is not simply self-reported
and therefore prone to forgetfulness or even intentional misrepresentation. Participant
observation may help illuminate which skills are most valued by members within the
community, and how they are taught and learned, or how producers’ efforts to attract
and retain consumers resonate.

Interviews
Gathering qualitative data through participant observation was but one strategy
used within the suite of methods commonly referred to as ethnography. Semi-structured
interviews took place with producers, consumers, and intermediaries. The semistructured nature of the interviews allows for deviation from a strict interview script, but
still ensures a certain degree of continuity among topics covered in interviews (DeWalt
and DeWalt 2002).
In the earliest stages of fieldwork (i.e. within the first year or two), some
breweries allowed for conducting shorter intercept-interviews in their tasting rooms, as
did some event organizers, who also allowed for surveys to be administered. However,
the primary focus of early research was significantly tied to tourism associated with craft
breweries and events (for reasons that become evident within later chapters), and as
such these are not drawn on within this dissertation despite them helping to shape my
early understanding of craft beer consumption, albeit by those others than locals. A
snowball sampling technique was used to recruit 27 consumers to participate in semi-
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structured interviews lasting approximately an hour on average. On occasion, some
interviews contained two participants due to them being a romantic couple that
preferred to being jointly interviewed, but none of these interviews included more than
that. Efforts were made to ensure both parties felt comfortable providing their input and
had the opportunity to do so. Some of these “consumers” had some crossover as
“producers” (e.g. having brewed or at least been involved with recipe creation and/or
the actual brewing of beers at commercial breweries, or owning a company that sold
items related to craft beer), but all had full-time employment outside of the craft beer
industry and still primarily engaged with the scene as a “consumer” would. Therefore,
their data is associated with that of a consumer but on occasion some insights they
provided may be used to discuss topics related to the chapter on production.
As already noted, the earliest stages of fieldwork were concerned with craft beer
tourism and as such interviews with consumers (who were not local) are not used.
However, interviews with producers from this timeframe covered a wider range of
topics, to include legislative fights and “scene” creation. As such, these interviews, along
with those with other producers participating in the latter stages of fieldwork are drawn
on for the purposes of this dissertation. This resulted in 17 individuals with gainful
employment tied to the production, distribution, and sales of beer. I intentionally do not
break down this number down by role or specialization as doing so makes it easier to
potentially identify individual participants. However, I do note that one or more
individual associated with the following roles are part of the 17 participants: brewer,
“beertender,” distribution representative, bottle shop owner, and craft beer
merchandiser.
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While specific demographic information was not collected given that it did not
directly pertain to research aims and can be a sensitive topic, I estimate most of the 17
“producer” participants were roughly between their late 20s and early 40s in age, with
both men and women represented, but men representing a majority. As it pertains to
consumers, participants held some commonalities to the sample referenced in Maciel
and Wallendorf’s (2017) study of homebrewers, described as:
Overwhelmingly, they are white, heterosexual, and married; have at least a
four-year college degree; and are employed in professions that reward a
methodical way of thinking, such as engineering, computer science, and
business (tables 1 and 2). Those with different professional backgrounds
(e.g., creative writing) report interest in the sciences and often hold college
minors in related fields of knowledge (e.g., biology). [Maciel and
Wallendorf 2017:730]
The sample (of consumers) for this study varies in that it included men and
women (whereas Maciel and Wallendorf’s participants were men), with men
representing the majority. These participants were also assumed to largely be in their
late 20s through early 40s in age. While I did not collect educational backgrounds from
participants, I know many held college degrees, with several holding advanced degrees.
Unlike the homebrewers in Maciel and Wallendorf’s study, professions and degrees
were not always representative of a “methodical way of thinking” and participants did
not always “report interest in the sciences [or] often hold college minors in related fields
of knowledge” (Maciel and Wallendorf 2017:730). This difference can likely be
attributed to differences between those who homebrew and those who may engage in
other hobbies associated with craft beer, which will be discussed at length in the
following chapters. Additionally, (consumer) participants were overwhelmingly white,
with only a few people of color (POC) represented in the sample.
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Structured Methods
In addition to more traditional methods associated with anthropological
ethnographies, I also utilized structured methods that produce data that can be analyzed
in a statistical manner. In the latter stages of fieldwork, freelists and open pilesorts were
administered to participants, 41 and 31, respectively, with time and interest to complete
them. I discuss these methods individually in the following chapter, which covers my
approach to data collection and analysis associated with these methods specifically and
offers additional context.
Additionally, individuals participating in structured methods were asked to selfreport on their level of “interest” and “knowledge” of beer. A scale such as the one found
in Charters and Ali-Knight (2002) was utilized, asking participants to select a whole
integer on a four-point scale for each category (i.e. interest and knowledge). However,
this was not as insightful as hoped given issues with self-reporting (i.e. individuals
underestimating or overestimating their knowledge levels).

Data Analysis
Data associated with the earlier stages of fieldwork was collected and analyzed in
a recursive manner, as outlined by LeCompte and Schensul (2013), in an effort to
inform more targeted data collection techniques (e.g. specific lines of questioning, etc.).
The data outlined in the preceding sections of this chapter was ultimately the
dataset analyzed for the purposes of this dissertation. Interviews with recordings
available and that did not suffer from technical or audio issues were transcribed and
analyzed. However, in instances where this was not possible, notes from the interviews
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were relied upon instead of transcriptions. Thematic categories presented themselves
while reviewing the interview data. Spreadsheets were created that included participantlevel data associated with structured methods, self-reported interest and knowledge,
role (to include the type of producer or just “consumer”), and feedback regarding
particular themes or categories. This facilitated understanding similarities and
differences between not only producers and consumers, but within what would become
somewhat distinct subcategories of consumers (e.g. “hobbyists”).
Finally, data analysis turned into interpretation. This not only contextualizes the
results of the research in a way that is relevant to the particular case study, but also
provides opportunities to situate it within the larger body of literature on social theory
(LeCompte and Schensul 2013). I now turn to a brief discussion of my own positionality
and associated reflexivity to further contextualize data collection, analysis, and
interpretation.

Positionality and Reflexivity
Since at least the beginning of postmodernism, anthropologists have become
considerably more concerned with practicing reflexivity in order to evaluate their
positionality when conducting ethnographic research. This allows for acknowledging
and attempting to control for biases when gathering, analyzing, and presenting results
from the data collected in the field. Despite this study being a “backyard ethnography,” I
find it imperative to undertake this same process myself, not only for my own benefit,
but for that of my study participants and for readers (Young 1996 in Salzman
2002:808). While there are anthropologists who have questioned the blind acceptance
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of this practice within the discipline – claiming that it not only allows for authors to
intentionally mislead their readers in order to make themselves appear more competent
and rigorous than they actually are, but that it offers little value to the analysis or
reporting processes, especially when reviewing specific examples of its perceived failures
within the literature (Salzman 2002) – I still find it the best opportunity to provide the
reader with additional context not found in the raw data that is analyzed and presented.
While conducting the research for my dissertation, a common saying was that
craft beer was an industry by and for “white guys with beards” (early research conducted
as part of coursework included surveys which confirmed that within my fieldwork sites,
this was indeed largely the case even if not all the “white guys” had beards). I am white,
and sported a sizable beard during the majority of my fieldwork. I also had quite lengthy
hair (at times reaching my mid-back) that eventually was worn as a “man bun” upon
female colleagues teaching me how to wear it in this fashion. This contributed to a
“hipster” type look, which could serve as a loose synonym for a subset of “white guys
with beards” and aligned with popular memes and jokes that equated hipsters with
picky palates pursuing a preponderance of beers not consumed by others (e.g. memes
suggesting that hipsters would only drink IPAs when these were seen as the craft beer
style). One need look no further than a Super Bowl advertisement aired by AB Inbev
mocking drinkers such as a mustachioed man (with pronounced curls at its ends which
could easily be equated to a “hipster” look) for “fussing over” beers such as “pumpkin
peach ales” to see a very pricey example of a company looking to capitalize on the
comedic zeitgeist around the craft beer industry for their own gain. This ad was
undermined almost immediately following its premiere, as it was noted that not only
had AB Inbev been acquiring the very craft breweries they were mocking, but that one
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such acquisition had brewed both pumpkin and peach ales (TIME 2015 accessed April 3,
2021).
I do not provide details of my appearance for readers to try and visualize the
exact researcher who undertook this project, but rather to acknowledge that I was far
from an “outsider” within the group of individuals included in my research and the
related data. However, this does also afford the opportunity to discuss how I came to
understand and critique my own positionality after encountering others that did not fit
this description. Two such examples also afforded the opportunity to examine which
“classes” I associated with craft beer drinkers.
The first specific instance came while visiting a local brewery and noticing that a
woman, likely in her late 20s, appeared “overdressed” for such an establishment,
especially considering she was unaccompanied (already somewhat of a rarity as the
majority of women I encountered in craft beer spaces were often accompanied by
friends or a romantic interest). Her red lipstick and dress felt entirely out of place (and
more appropriate for an upscale wine or cocktail bar), yet she confidently bellied up to
the bar and ordered a drink as if she fully belonged. I never did see her joined by others
and eventually left without engaging in conversation with her. However, as fate would
have it, I ran into her at a “craft beer” bar close to this brewery not long after seeing her
initially. She was dressed much more casually and was not wearing the eye-catching red
lipstick. I struck up a conversation with her, and once I grew comfortable acknowledged
that I recognized her from the brewery. This led to a conversation about that evening, as
I admitted that I rarely see women dressed like that within those types of
establishments, especially when not part of a larger group who might have just left an
upscale function which necessitated such dress. She stated that she normally does not
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make an effort to present herself in that way (evidenced by the much more casual
clothing and makeup at the bar where I bumped into her), but had a date that evening
and ended up at the brewery afterwards to enjoy a beer by herself. She stated that she
did visit that brewery with some regularly, but that was the first and only time she’d ever
been that “dressed up” there as it was unnecessary if not outright awkward to do so.
The first example not only provides some insight into the role of gender and
appearance for “fitting in” to the craft beer “scene,” but also points to the fact that while
craft beer may command a higher price point than “macro” beer offerings there is an
assumed cap on the “class” craft beer drinkers fall within (i.e. below that of craft cocktail
and fine wine drinkers). With a “ceiling” established, I now turn to another occurrence
that helped me understand what I perceived to be the “floor” for the class of craft beer
drinkers.
This example happened on a Friday evening, oddly enough at the same bar where
I reencountered the woman in the first example. It was around 5:30 PM on a Friday,
which meant that those ending their work weeks were now free to imbibe. Having grown
up in a “working class” family that performed manual labor (and having done so myself
within the context of the family business and later on as an aircraft maintainer), seeing
individuals in work uniforms with their day’s work literally worn on their hands and
clothing was not uncommon. However, it was very uncommon for me to see these
individuals in spaces that focused on selling craft beer (i.e. breweries or specialty bars). I
saw two individuals that appeared to have just gotten off work at a nearby auto
mechanic’s shop enjoying pints of craft beer, and realized that I was dumbfounded by
their presence. Surely they made more than my grad school friends and me (who were at
the same bar purchasing beers at similar price points), but weren’t these the “common
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man” and “everyday” drinkers that AB Inbev were targeting when mocking craft beer?
Why were they here, especially if they could get cheaper (albeit not craft) beer right
around the corner? The realization that I had written off the “working class” as craft
beer consumers hit hard, and led me to reevaluate my own assessment of who could
partake in the craft beer scene (much as the first example provided did, but this time on
the opposite end of the class spectrum).
I did not approach the men enjoying their beers that evening, as the bar was quite
full and I was there with friends and the men appeared to be enjoying the company of
each other (not to mention I am not as extroverted as other anthropologists I know).
However, I did use this exact example as an opportunity to probe interviewees about
their own understandings of who they thought “belonged” in the craft beer community,
something I was not doing to this extent prior to this experience.
Beyond gender and class, race is another characteristic that can be used as
criteria for inclusion or exclusion within a social setting or group. While I did not
experience anything like the situations outlined above in regards to race, I could not
help but notice just how “white” craft beer spaces and events were during my fieldwork.
Additionally, I could not help but notice the nervous silence that followed a comment I
made while presenting survey results from an event to their leadership. I stated that it is
often joked that craft beer is nothing but “white guys with beards” and that the survey
data corroborated these claims. This group, while diverse from a gender standpoint, had
a very noticeable dearth of people of color (POC), and referencing that the larger craft
beer community within the area was reflective of that seemed to strike a nerve. The lack
of representation within the industry was such that initiatives to make craft beer more
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welcoming to POC sprung up, and one that gained attention and produced a book about
the matter was the direct result of one local man’s efforts.
My dissertation does not focus explicitly on race, class, gender, or other similar
characteristics, and as such, readers interested solely in those topics are likely to be
disappointed. However, those assuming that these topics will be ignored entirely are just
as likely to be disappointed, as it is impossible to produce a rich ethnographic portrayal
of the community and related phenomenon being studied without acknowledging that
there is still much work to be done for craft beer to truly be inclusive; and any
researcher attempting to argue the contrary really should revisit the practice of
reflexivity, even if there are claims that doing so alone is not overly productive (Salzman
2002).
Initially, I had planned not to incorporate much additional information about my
appearance, background, activities within the beer scene, or even personal thoughts
regarding local breweries and the beer they produced. However, feedback from early
reviewers who knew me personally thought this was at minimum a mistake and at worst
intentionally withholding pertinent information from readers. As such, I acknowledge
that I was a very active member of the local craft beer scene. I met numerous people
through my own engagement with the scene (even when not formally collecting data)
and several are people I consider friends and maintain contact with to this day.
While I had myself tried “gateway beers” (or beers distinct enough to differentiate
themselves from the commonly available “macro” beers, but not so different that they’d
alienate someone who had only ever experienced those offerings) and sampled a handful
of craft beer offerings like India Pale Ales (IPAs) prior to moving to the Tampa Bay area,
my first real, intentional and ongoing engagement with craft beer occurred there. I tried
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a wide range of styles at local breweries and somewhat quickly turned craft beer into a
“hobby” (as described later) by occasionally homebrewing (with others who had
equipment), seeking out specialty beers, and otherwise seeking out breweries to visit.
Trips to other cities and states almost always included stops at local breweries, allowing
me to sample even more beers, styles, and experience local variations.
Friends began looking to me for beer recommendations, but on more than one
occasion I felt somewhat alienated in certain social settings due to a proclivity to always
bring beer I wanted to drink, which did not always resonate with others. I also
experienced awkwardness when my friends (who were not nearly as involved with craft
beer) balked at pricing for craft beers or seemed to feel the need to downplay a craft beer
they brought over that was not a limited offering or “special.” I also received comments
that craft beer was too often a focal point of my leisure time and disposable income,
especially when I prioritized visits to breweries over other social activities and ended up
with a considerable amount of specialty beers in my “cellar.”

Access to Data and its Collection
In addition to my positionality, which can play a central role in the analysis and
reporting of data, I find it useful to describe to readers my access to data and how, when,
and why it was or was not collected. This allows for a more complete understanding of
not only my role as participant observer, but the dataset used to ultimately produce this
dissertation.
Data collection initially began in the fall of 2013 as part of a research methods
course. Knowing I might like to pursue course projects around a single theme that could
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result in publications, I worked with my instructor (Dr. Daniel Lende) to secure the
necessary IRB approval early on. This allowed for conducting interviews, surveys, and
participant observations that not only fulfilled my course requirements, but that could
be used as part of a larger research project on the local craft beer industry. The project
morphed from an ambiguous study of craft beer, to one concerned with the tourism
component of the industry, to finally this dissertation, which is centered on the
economic, legislative, and social aspects of a budding artisanal industry (i.e. the craft
beer industry).
My early interactions with craft beer consumers and producers resulted in a
growing network that I could tap into for additional participants as the project grew. It
also resulted in an unexpected employment opportunity with a company specializing in
bus tours of local breweries as a bus driver (as I maintained a commercial driver’s
license and was therefore able to operate all of the buses in the fleet). I accepted the part
time job as it provided not only a source of income, but also afforded me the chance to
be closer to the industry. This opened up even more doors as I frequented numerous
breweries as part of my job responsibilities, and could meet staff of various breweries
while my passengers enjoyed pints of beer. These informal introductions to me as a
person, rather than strictly researcher, proved helpful in growing my network of
participants upon revisiting their establishments outside of my working hours.
Wanting to maintain some separation between my job and my research, I did not
formally collect data from passengers while serving as their driver. I did, however – with
full knowledge of the owner of the company – collect data as a passenger as part of two
separate course projects. This data was analyzed and subsets of the findings that were
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relevant to the business were shared with the owner but are not included here due to not
being within the scope of the dissertation.
While I did not explicitly collect data while driving the bus, it is impossible for my
hundreds of hours spent with passengers and brewery staff in this role to not have an
impact on the dissertation. That is because simply listening to or participating in
conversations with these individuals shaped my understanding of how others thought
about the local industry and craft beer in general. I was also able to get a feel for who
was eager to visit breweries and why, and who was simply along for the ride (as the
company also offered private bookings in addition to their public tours).
The bus was not the only setting where I found myself a participant observer. I
joined a local homebrewing club and volunteered to help with a judging competition, as
well as events focused on the local craft beer industry. These were more accessible to the
public (even if sign up was required) and not part of a wage-earning activity, so I more
freely collected data in these settings and allowed my participation to continue to inform
my understanding of numerous topics related to craft beer.
I only ever explicitly collected data from semi-structured interviews, surveys, and
structured methods after presenting myself as a researcher and gaining informed
consent from potential participants. However, I found it impractical and unnecessary to
alert any and all individuals at public breweries or [ticketed] events to the fact that I was
a researcher and that I may be collecting participant observation data while present.
These approaches allowed for a rich dataset that was collected ethically and in
accordance with anthropological tradition and IRB guidelines.
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Ethical Considerations
Upon preparing for the fieldwork component explicitly tied to this dissertation
(i.e. not earlier stages that were tied more to coursework or the tourism component of
craft beer), I set out to think through potential ethical considerations associated with
some decisions I would need to make. As explained after overviewing this thought
process, not everything ended up being relevant, and some situations necessitated
rethinking some decisions. However, rather than only discuss what ultimately was
applicable, I include my original problematization of issues and how I planned to
address them (presented in the speculative future tense) before then turning to a
discussion related to the final outcomes (presented in the past tense). This is therefore
intended to serve more as a guide to others considering similar fieldwork, whereas the
latter discussion provides detail related to this dissertation.
Conducting research in breweries is easier said than done. Owners and/or
management of each brewery would need to grant me permission to approach their
guests, and it stands to reason that some may not be willing to do so if they do not see
any benefit in it for them or their customers. One way to address this issue would be to
inform them that results of the research will be made available upon the completion of
the project, as they may find them useful for improving customer relations or boosting
sales. This would align with the long-standing tradition of anthropologists practicing
reciprocity with those that participate in their research.
I need to ensure that stakeholders are explicitly made aware of the fact that they
will not have the option of dictating what findings can or cannot be made available. It is
also in my best interest to refrain from offering preliminary findings to individual
breweries, as this could be seen as playing favorites with certain breweries and could
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upset others which may limit my access to their spaces. Therefore, the best course of
action would be to lay out these stipulations when requesting access to breweries so that
there is no confusion or threats to limit my access to research sites are not made.
Conducting the research in individual breweries does lead to other concerns
related to the writing up of results. Data collected and ultimately presented needs to be
contextualized for the reader, and thus certain details about breweries must be included.
Simply referring to all breweries as “one brewery” or “a specific brewery” is likely to
confuse and frustrate a reader, therefore it is ideal to use individual names for the
breweries. However, this does not mean that actual names need to be used, as
anthropologists have long employed pseudonyms, for better or for worse (May 2010).
There is a possibility that breweries may desire to have their actual names used, as this
would not be uncommon for research participants or stakeholders (Van der Geest
2003), let alone one that may stand to benefit financially from doing so. However, this
does not mean that all breweries will select this option, especially if there is concern that
something critical may be said. This results in a potential ethical dilemma.
How should one decide whether or not to employ pseudonyms? Sieber and
Tollich (2012) offer cautionary tales about confidentiality, or lack thereof, related to
research efforts, and also discuss possible ways to assure confidentiality. Unfortunately,
the strategies outlined by the authors do not readily translate to a step-by-step guide
that can be applied to my own research, but some lessons may be learned. Of interest is
the fact that even when pseudonyms are employed, it may be possible for some
community members to tease out enough details to identify the individual or
organization being discussed. This is even easier when the researcher is careless with the
assigning of pseudonyms. Pseudonyms are therefore not necessarily the default choice,
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as they are can prove problematic or simply inefficient. Making the decision to employ
pseudonyms without consulting the breweries also takes autonomy away from the
individual breweries, which is not conducive to ethical research (Whiteford and Trotter
2008a).
Another available option would be to simply use the actual names for all of the
breweries that are part of the research. This is also not the best option available as some
breweries may be opposed to being identified. Just as in the case with the first option,
this also does not respect the autonomy of the breweries.
The final option would be to give the individual breweries themselves the option
of whether or not to use a pseudonym or their actual name. This option respects their
autonomy more so than either of the two preceding options. Also, when combined with
concerted efforts to make pseudonyms indecipherable by the researcher (e.g. only
including the minimum contextual information required to inform the reader), this
option makes confidentiality less of a concern due to including stakeholders in the
decision making process.
Selecting the third option does not alleviate all concerns related to
confidentiality. Breweries should make a determination on whether or not to use their
actual name early on in the research process, ideally when I am negotiating access to
their space. However, requests may be made to review what is being said in conjunction
with their company’s name, which would necessitate allowing them to review material
before it is published. This process could significantly delay publishing the results, and
may even end up in breweries requesting that data collected in their spaces not be used.
This would negatively impact the goals of the research. In an effort to reduce the chance
of this occurring, names (whether real or fictitious) should only be employed when
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necessary and should not be tied to critical remarks when possible. This would expedite
the review process if breweries are only provided with excerpts tied to the use of their
actual name.
The fact that alcohol is the commodity being produced and consumed within this
destination has the potential to create several ethical dilemmas. The question as to
whether or not an inebriated individual can provide “informed” consent is important, as
is what to do if an individual’s actions have the potential to harm someone due to their
impaired capabilities. Both of these hypothetical dilemmas warrant consideration.
What conditions must be met in order for an individual to give informed
consent? Carolyn Fluehr-Lobban (1994) overviews what must occur and why during the
consent process. This is done in light of arguments that anthropologists have made to
undermine the process. Some of the issues that could undermine the process are related
to coercion or conducting research with vulnerable populations (Fluehr-Lobban 1994;
Whiteford and Trotter 2008b). Both of these are of concern when considering research
efforts that involve individuals in a setting designed to encourage alcohol consumption.
Coercion relates to the notion that the individual’s participation is not voluntary.
This means that the researcher must be upfront and honest about the research and
allow the potential participant the opportunity to decide whether or not to participate.
Coercion can occur in nearly any setting, but should be of greater concern when a
potential research participant can be coerced more easily due to being vulnerable. Being
a member of a “vulnerable” population is usually equated with belonging to a
marginalized group of people within society. However, my research considers a different
group of people to be vulnerable, people that engage in the consumption of a substance
with the potential to affect judgement (i.e. beer).
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It is impossible to avoid consistently engaging with those that are consuming
alcohol, as this is a central part of my research and I will need to engage with the
consumers directly. The setting of the research suggests that there is a good chance
these individuals will be consuming beer, as most travel to the destination specifically to
do so. This raises the question of whether or not an individual who is inebriated can
truly give “informed” consent.
Jo Aiken and her coauthors (2014) experienced a situation similar to the
dilemma mentioned above. They became concerned that their research participant was
inebriated during their first face-to-face meeting with her. Unlike these authors, I will
likely not have any previous interactions with research participants to gauge whether or
not the individual is under the influence at the time that an interview is requested or
conducted.
Interviews will most likely occur within a tasting room, and as such individuals
not participating may become curious and volunteer for an interview based off of seeing
someone else participate. This has the potential to put me in a difficult situation if the
individual is assumed to be too intoxicated to participate. There is also the possibility
that I will not realize someone is too intoxicated until some point during the interview.
For these reasons, I feel as if the best course of action would be to conduct interviews
with those that volunteer to participate (i.e. have not been coerced), provided they give
their informed consent. However, I will need to make a judgement call as to whether or
not their consent was truly “informed” before using the data that resulted from the
interview. This is not an ideal situation, as I am essentially engaging in a form or
paternalism by deciding for the research participant whether or not they would have
participated had they not been imbibing. However, as Fluehr-Lobban (1994) argues,
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paternalism is not always inherently negative, especially when it is practiced as a way to
protect research subjects and even more so if they are considered to be a “vulnerable”
population.
The last potential ethical dilemma that must be addressed relates to concerns for
individual’s safety. As the area lacks efficient public transportation, some individuals
will feel obligated to drive themselves and others to various breweries or other craft beer
events in the area. Again, the main draw for these spaces is the ability to consume
alcohol. What if I were to witness an individual I assumed was under the influence
approach the driver side door of a vehicle?
This dilemma can hypothetically be solved in one of three ways. I could approach
the individual and express my concern about their ability to safely operate a vehicle
given their current state. Conversely, I could look for a manager or another employee of
the brewery and inform them of the situation. Finally, I could opt to do nothing.
Each of the three options have serious concerns and potential repercussions
associated with them. The first, approaching the individual, assumes that I know beyond
a doubt that they are intoxicated, which may or may not be the case. This is a violation
of respect for the individual and also questions their autonomy and also has the
potential to turn confrontational. However, the third option, doing nothing, does not
minimize the potential harm to other potential research participants who may be
driving, or the general public. The second option, searching for management, could have
very similar results as the third option, as the individual may drive away in the time that
it takes me to locate someone who may be able to help.
As demonstrated by the brief overview of the options at my disposal, none are
acceptable. Therefore, it is imperative that I address this hypothetical situation with
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management when requesting access to the breweries. Using the problem-solving guide
outlined by Whiteford and Trotter (2008c), I must create a plan to address this situation
if it were to arise. The plan will need to ensure that it addresses the issues of concern
and that it is acceptable in the eyes of management. The guide can also be used to plan
for other hypothetical situations that may require immediate action. Breweries refusing
to create a plan or suggesting a course of action that violates ethical practices must
necessitate eliminating their space as a potential site to conduct research.
This section has been an attempt to prepare for research, and as such it has
certain limitations. It cannot offer context for ethical dilemmas to aid in the decisionmaking process, as these have not actually occurred. Additionally, it is limited to ethical
dilemmas that I am currently able to imagine, and I will almost assuredly encounter
some that were not addressed here.
However, outlining the research to be conducted is beneficial. Not only is this
seen as an early and important step in addressing ethical dilemmas as they occur
(Whiteford and Trotter 2008c), it is also helpful in the sense that allows me to begin
thinking about potential issues so that I am able to address them before they do actually
occur. And as demonstrated in the hypothetical drunk driver scenario, being unprepared
could be disastrous for many people.
Ultimately, the considerations above ended up not being overly applicable. While
the earliest stages of my fieldwork included authorization from at least one brewery to
conduct intercept-interviews in their spaces, external factors (that cannot be detailed
due to the confidentiality concerns already outlined above) prevented this from
occurring in the latest stages of fieldwork. Additionally, producers who participated
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often did so as an individual who happened to work at a brewery, rather than a
representative of that brewery, and therefore did not want that association chronicled.
Consumers had negative things to say about certain breweries, and publishing
these quotes with brewery names included has the potential to do harm. I therefore
refrain from using any names associated with local craft breweries when drawing on
quotes or fieldnotes (but names may be present if publicly available sources are used). I
also refrain from including overly detailed context when discussing breweries in an
effort to reduce the chance of identification. Since the overwhelming majority of my
participants agreed to participate in advance of actually doing so (i.e. a time in the
future was scheduled), and that I was not conducting intercepts as originally planned,
the aforementioned checklist also was not applicable given that I did not happen upon a
potential or (actual) participant in what appeared to be an inebriated state.

Conclusion
The dataset ultimately included in the dissertation for the purposes of analysis
and interpretation draws on years of fieldwork, but excludes some early interviews from
participants (i.e. consumers in the earliest stages of fieldwork) who were not from the
local area or were interviewed about topics not relevant to this dissertation. Ethical
considerations were made in advance of data collection, but primarily ended up not
being relevant. The final dataset was rigorously analyzed in ways appropriate for the
individual methods, and results then brought into dialogue to produce a more complete
understanding.
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Chapter Four:
Structured Methods

As mentioned in the preceding chapter, structured methods were employed in
this dissertation in an effort to produce standalone data that could potentially also help
make sense of complimentary data from participant observation and semi-structured
interviews. Specifically, a pile sort was included as a way to probe how participants
thought about individual breweries and associated groupings of them. Freelists were
also generated by participants in an effort to gauge their individual abilities pertaining
to describing the flavor associated with a beer, and also how various terms “ranked” in
assumed importance. I save further discussion of specifics pertaining to sample size,
data collection and analysis for the following sections in this chapter.

Pilesort
In an effort to probe how craft beer drinkers think about individual breweries,
and groupings thereof, I setup an unconstrained pilesort. The activity consisted of 45
beer-making facilities (i.e. breweries, brewpubs, or other spaces such as restaurants or
homebrewing supply shops that produced and sold beer onsite) within the Greater
Tampa Bay area, with each individual facility being a single card that was to be sorted
into a number of groupings determined by the participant based on categories they
created.
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Ideally, the pilesort would have included every brewery in the Greater Tampa Bay
area, but parameters had to be set to keep the overall number of cards (i.e. facilities) to a
manageable number to be mindful of participants’ time and increase the likelihood that
individuals would complete the activity once started rather than potentially losing
interest or their focus. I therefore restricted the pilesort to the breweries in the
immediate area where most (if not all) of my participants completing the activity lived,
thus increasing the likelihood that the establishments would be familiar to the
participants and hopefully resulting in more descriptive piles. Using an online mapping
tool (freemaptools.com), I attempted to select the midpoint of the Howard Frankland
Bridge (quite literally the central bridge/causeway connecting Tampa and St Petersburg,
the largest cities within the Greater Tampa Bay area and each home to many breweries),
and then produced a circle with a 15 mile radius extending from this central point.
With the geographic parameters set, I then visited thebrewerybay.com, a website
claiming to be “your handy compass for navigating the bevy of breweries that call the
Tampa Bay area home” (thebrewerybay.com accessed May 3, 2017). The website’s
assertion that it lists “breweries” appears to be intentionally broad and vague, as
distinctions were not made between a full-scale production-only facility with an inability
to sell out of this space (i.e. Yuengling), restaurants with a significant portion of their
revenue derived from food instead of strictly from the beer that was also produced
onsite, “brewpubs” that served food but might produce enough beer for taproom sales
and distribution, traditional “tap rooms” who were focused on selling beer made onsite
and little else or those that had wide distribution footprints, or businesses that had most
of their public facing floorplans dedicated to retail homebrew supplies but that also sold
house made beer on tap. Despite this wide variety of business models, every business
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listed on the cards used for the pilesort met two important criteria, 1) they produced
beer onsite, and 2) they would be classified as a craft brewery per the definition used by
the Brewers Association at the time2.
Initially, there were more than 45 listings on thebrewerybay.com within the
selected geographic area. However, some were duplicates (i.e. the same brewery
operating two or more locations, with each location having its own listing), some did not
actually produce beer but might make cider or mead, and some were still only in
planning. With those removed, I was left with 45 unique listings which were all used as
individual cards in an unconstrained, or open, pilesort.
Each card used in the pilesort represented one of the 45 facilities, with the name
written on the front of the card in block letters with an emphasis on trying to make all
cards appear as similar as possible (e.g. same size handwriting and same block format)
to mitigate the possibility of individuals grouping cards based on some small similarity
or difference to how other cards appeared rather than based on their own independent
thoughts. Each card was assigned a number for the purposes of data entry, and the
number was written on the back of the card separate from the name appearing on the
front. Cards were shuffled prior to being handed over as a single stack in no particular
order, another strategy to ensure participants didn’t potentially notice some pattern in
the ordering of cards and simply sort them all along such a pattern. This seemed

2

“An American craft brewer is small, independent and traditional. Small: Annual production of 6
million barrels of beer or less (approximately 3 percent of U.S. annual sales). Beer production is attributed
to the rules of alternating proprietorships. Independent: Less than 25 percent of the craft brewery is
owned or controlled (or equivalent economic interest) by an alcoholic beverage industry member that is
not itself a craft brewer. Traditional: A brewer that has a majority of its total beverage alcohol volume in
beers whose flavor derives from traditional or innovative brewing ingredients and their fermentation.
Flavored malt beverages (FMBs) are not considered beers.”
https://www.brewersassociation.org/press-releases/brewers-association-releases-2017-top-50brewing-companies-by-sales-volume/
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plausible given that cards were intentionally numbered in a manner meant to mimic
their geographic location (i.e. cards closer in number were generally closer in physical
proximity, too) in an effort to aid analysis of the data and simplify its visual
representation. Participants were also asked to provide a brief explanation, ideally a
short phrase, for each pile they created. These are drawn on when comparing and
contrasting piles across participants.
Despite interviewing some individuals in settings of two, pilesorts were always
completed by a single individual with no collaboration from others. This was often
achieved by asking individuals to physically separate and occupy different rooms while
completing the pilesorts. As a result, there were 31 participants, consisting of 4
producers and 27 consumers (as defined in Chapter 3), who individually completed the
pilesort activity. This is a smaller sample size than the one associated with the freelist
activity (described in the following section), primarily due to the fact that it took longer
to complete and also might have appeared “more intimidating” given the required 3” x
5” index cards, thus resulting in a higher rejection rate when requesting participation.
Producers’ absences are stressed within this sample size, especially given their relatively
low representation of the overall sample size to begin with, which was a byproduct of
their limited availability relative to other participants.
31 individuals ended up completing the unconstrained pile sort. Data were input
into Visual Anthropac 1.0 for analysis. The number of piles individuals created ranged
from 3 to 15, with a mean of 6.935 piles, a median of 6 piles, and also a mode of 6 piles.
Participants own descriptions of the piles they created were largely organized around
themes pertaining to location (ranging from counties all the way down to neighborhoods
in some instances), (perceived) quality, visitation status (i.e. whether or not they’d
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personally visited the brewery), awareness (i.e. whether or not they’d heard of it), the
presence or absence of food at an establishment and even the extent to which it was
focused on relative to the beer made on site, business models (e.g. distribution focus, tap
room sales only, etc.), hybrid businesses (e.g. selling homebrew supplies in addition to
beer on tap), and even occasionally the assumed ideology of the owners (and perceived
depth of their pockets) and how much “respect” they had for individual brewers or their
beer, and to a lesser extent differing words in the name of unknown breweries (e.g.
“brewery” as compared to “brewing” or “ale works”) and whether or not they may visit
an unknown brewery based on the name.
Performing a multi-dimensional scaling of the pilesort data within Anthropac
produced the graph seen in Figure 1.

Figure 1: Multi-dimensional scaling (MDS) of pilesort data

The stress associated with the model is 0.176, suggesting that badness-of-fit
measure, or whether or not the data and associated analysis carries statistically
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relevance, was quite low, especially given the number of objects sorted (Sturrock and
Rocha 2000). Given that the pile sort was unconstrained (and therefore also not a
successive pile sort) and there was no accompanying ordinal, interval or ratio-scaled
responses associated with the pile sort data, both formal and informal Cultural
Consensus Theory modeling approaches cannot be applied (Weller 2007: 353). Despite
these limitations, multi-dimensional scaling and cluster analysis are still possible given
the type of data collected (i.e. unconstrained pile sort data).
Given the requirement for “ethnographic insight” to interpret the cluster analysis
(Dengah 2020: 28) and that the goals tied to this activity were unlike those of other past
studies that sought to identify a defined number of clusters for rigid categorization of
each object (see Bernard 2018 for examples), I explored the varying clusters formed
across a number of partitions. Using the recommended “average link” clustering method
(Dengah 2020), I present the following clusters of ethnographic interest with a brief
discussion of each. These clusters are essentially an amalgamation of individual piles,
and as such cannot be mapped directly onto themes from any one participant and
instead require interpretation based on the researcher’s own understanding of the items
sorted.
Immediately of note, the clusters formed when using only two partitions isolated
Yuengling (number 35) from all other breweries (see Figure 2). While it was previously
noted that Yuengling was the only location where you could not purchase beer onsite,
and some participants pointed this out, its isolation from other breweries signifies more
than that. Not too long before I began conducting my fieldwork in earnest, the Brewer’s
Association had redefined what a craft brewery was, and this resulted in Yuengling
“becoming” a craft brewery overnight. The new designation was met with derision from
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nearly everyone I knew who produced or consumed craft beer, and the pilesort cluster
analysis suggests that participants were quick to exclude it from other breweries who
were not craft breweries in name only. The title of piles consisting of only Yuengling
illustrate this schism: Big brewery, others craft; Oldest brewery in America, shouldn't be
called craft beer; Macro, macro brewing; Big money, by itself, large market share; [and,]
Own category because macro brewery. Others also pointed this out while also
mentioning its lack of “localness” compared to other breweries on the list: Only one not
originally local to here, almost doesn’t belong on the list; Don’t think of as craft brewery,
production facility here but no real connection to beer scene/place [Tampa]; and, Don’t
consider [it] local. Finally, two female participants specifically cited Yuengling’s alleged
support of then-relatively-recently elected President Donald Trump as reasons for
singling it out: Don't agree with political affiliation [to Trump] so reject as brewery;
Drank this growing up, but now won't because of Trump [ties].
This essentially serves as notice that participants do not view Yuengling as part of
the “craft beer scene.” This in spite of an organization that literally sets the industry
definition bestowing a “craft” label to the brewery, and also in spite of it being physically
located in the area. Given that participants did not view it as part of the scene, I identify
it by name within this chapter. Other breweries included in the pile sort are not named
for reasons already outlined in the previous chapter. Moving forward, readers can safely
assume that references to unnamed breweries within the scene exclude Yuengling from
the list of possible breweries being referenced.
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Figure 2: Cluster analysis of pilesort data using 2 partitions

Selecting 3 partitions produced what appears to be two distinct clusters beyond
Yuengling (see Figure 3). Essentially, the breweries in the left (black) cluster were not as
well known as those on the right (blue), or if known, those within the left cluster were
not viewed in similar respects to more “traditional” craft breweries (more on this in the
discussion on the next set of clusters).
Using 4 partitions split off two somewhat known “breweries” that were known for
other reasons (see Figure 4). This new cluster (gray), consisted of two establishments
just over a mile away from one another and known for reasons other than their beer.
One was actually a full-fledged restaurant that happened to make beer to be served
onsite (rather than an establishment that had a higher reliance on beer production and
sales in their business model, like a brewpub), while the other was a newer brewery that
hosted concerts and also sported a full bar with premium cocktails; hardly an
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Figure 3: Cluster analysis of pilesort data using 3 partitions

establishment that true “beer nerds” would “geek out” over. It might be argued that
these two establishments are the most known of the unknown, but that they aren’t
necessarily known for their beer and they happen to be in close proximity to each other
physically.

Figure 4: Cluster analysis of pilesort data using 4 partitions
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The view associated with five partitions appears to single out a new cluster for
two establishments with some similar names in the same smaller city, with one an
established brewery predating many in the area and the former a relatively new
establishment in the same town with a similar name. This suggests the cluster may be a
disambiguation attempt for some, or simple tightening of geographic clusters, yet that
notion is tempered by the lack of other breweries in that particular city appearing within
this new cluster (Figure 5).

Figure 5: Cluster analysis of pilesort data using 5 partitions

Six partitions (the mean and mode associated with the number of piles is 6),
essentially split the “known” cluster into two clusters (see Figure 6), with geography
likely playing a large role given that most establishments in the newest cluster in the
upper-right are located in Tampa while the others are “on the other side of the bridge”,
primarily St. Petersburg, Florida. However, the inclusion of three breweries on the
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opposite side of the Bay highlight that geographic location alone was not the only
consideration given that none are located in Tampa (the pilesort predated the opening
of one of the breweries’ second location in a neighborhood in Tampa). Instead, it
appears that participants also weighed quality and business models given that the three
aforementioned breweries were seen more as equals to Tampa-based breweries relative
to the establishments in the other remaining “known” cluster. This was due to the
former being seen as producing good or better beer and at least distributing some kegs if
not also selling specialty releases in their tasting room, just like those breweries in the
known “Tampa” cluster.

Figure 6: Cluster analysis of pilesort data using 6 partitions

The average number of piles created was 6.935, so 7 partitions (or clusters) is
roughly what the “average” participant would have created (especially given that the
average link method was used to produce the cluster analysis). An interesting
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development is that two breweries split off from the mostly Pinellas County (NonTampa) “known” breweries cluster (see Figure 7). The two breweries represented in this
new cluster each produce a large quantity of beer by craft beer standards, but
participants did not consider it similar to other breweries with higher production
capabilities (e.g. those in the known “Tampa” cluster). One of the breweries operated
two locations at the time, but the Pinellas County location appears to have been more
top of mind to participants when completing the pilesort. Despite this, geography was
not the basis for this new cluster, as several other breweries would be passed if
traversing the space between the two establishments’ locations. These two were lumped
together because they were essentially seen as the “worst” of the “biggest” local craft
breweries, with many questioning the underlying motives of the founders and owners.
One participant grouped these two together (and had added another brewery to the pile)
and titled the pile “Large breweries I don’t respect (beers bordering on bad); brewing for
mass consumption and appeal and not for artistic value; nothing ever of interest” while
another separated these two breweries into their own piles but titled one “Corporate sell
out - doesn't make great beer, but claims to be number one in Florida; Lot of animosity
towards this one" while the other pile was titled “Places I hate to go, because beer
sucks.” Both appeared in a larger pile of one participant who labeled it “More corporate
– tendency to spend less time there; [brewery] is gross”. Connotations of business
models were touched on in the title of another pile that only included both breweries
and another brewery (not the one referenced above as a third brewery this was
categorized with), titled, “’Meh’ fast expanders; breweries focused on business side and
expanding quickly – beer pretty basic”. Finally, both establishments sported larger than
average tasting rooms and made efforts to keep guests entertained, and this was
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reflected in a pile that included just the two breweries and was titled, “Skip if from out of
town for beer, unless you want to play games (all hype)”.

Figure 7: Cluster analysis of pilesort data using 7 partitions

I reserve concluding remarks pertaining to the pilesort until the end of this
chapter, which includes a conclusion relative to both structured methods utilized and
situates them within the context of the larger dataset (i.e. traditional ethnographic
methods as well as those in this chapter).

Freelists
Like with the pilesort activity, between the months of May and July in 2017, I
asked various consumers and producers of craft beer to participate in a freelist activity.
41 participants, 12 producers and 29 consumers, agreed to do so. This, like the pilesort
activity, was always completed independently by participants, with strategies like
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physical separation being employed as needed should more than one individual be
involved in an interview setting. Participants were given a sheet of paper and pen and
asked to write in a single column all of the words or brief phrases they could think of to
describe the “flavor of a beer.” These sheets were transcribed electronically and then
analyzed using Visual Anthropac 1.0 software.
Initially, 327 unique words or phrases were identified. However, many were
simple misspellings (e.g. chocolatey) or nominal variations of a word (e.g. chocolate and
chocolaty). At times, there were singular and plural uses of a word (e.g. banana and
bananas). When these variations of words were collapsed into a single instance, the
number of unique words became 244. Not all variations of words were collapsed should
there be doubt regarding the interpretation of each instance of the word, as intent of use
was not assumed if not freely given by the participant. So, variations of chocolate did not
include terms like cocoa or cacao as there is not certainty that an intentional distinction
was not made. Distinction in this sense can imply a sense of exacting, such as cacao nibs
were used but may be conflated with a “chocolate” flavor to some, but not all,
participants who lack knowledge of distinct, yet mostly similar words to describe
relatively subtle nuances in flavor profiles, while others may use all three in distinct
ways. Similarly, I did not combine words or phrases that appeared similar but were
listed individually by a single participant. For example, “bitter on the back” and “bitter
on the front” were not rolled into “bitter”, as all three were present on a single
participant’s list, insinuating that the three were not synonymous enough to combine
into a single term)3.

3 Of note, “feline characteristics” and “cat piss”, supplied by different participants, were combined
given the ethnographic knowledge that “feline characteristics” is essentially a euphemism for feline urine.
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Unlike the majority of past studies that seem to use freelisting as the first step to
defining cultural domains or working towards a Cultural Consensus Analysis (CCA), the
activity was meant to serve as a standalone. Instead of generating a compact list of
freelist terms to use for a pilesort, the hope was that differences between consumers and
producers might be highlighted. Additionally, it was assumed that individual terms with
higher salience scores would reflect more popular styles (e.g. very few people are likely
to assume that “sour” references a traditional light lager) in that moment.4 This presents
a unique opportunity to use a similar strategy for tracking the popularity of styles and
associated words across time, a topic touched on in more detail in the Implications for
Future Research section.
The Frequency, Average Rank, and Salience associated with all terms is presented
below. Frequency references the occurrence of the word across all lists. Average rank
displays where, numerically speaking, on a participant’s list a word appeared on
average. Salience is a measure that accounts for both frequency and average rank, thus
resulting in a single score that may be best suited for comparison purposes.
When considering these “scores”, the word “hoppy” is the term with the highest
frequency percentage and the highest salience. At a basic level, “hoppy” is an adjective
that is a derivative of the flavor most commonly associated with the “hop” ingredient,
one of the core components of essentially any beer, but particularly highlighted in the
India Pale Ale (IPA) style. This frequency score is not surprising given that craft beer
was nearly synonymous with IPAs leading up to my fieldwork. It was assumed that craft
beers would be “hoppy” as a result. For example, in late 2015, a popular nationally
4 The time between collecting data and reporting on the associated analyses results in
considerable opportunity for the popular to become passe and a new trend to present itself that is not
reflected in data collected prior to the shift.
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broadcasted cooking competition TV show gave “craft beer” to participants as a required
ingredient, but did not disclose what style of beer it was; however, upon listening to the
participants describe it, it became apparent that it was an IPA.
While it would be simple enough to acknowledge the presence of an assumed
descriptor (i.e. “hoppy”) of a widely popular beer style (i.e. an IPA) is sufficient evidence
that the freelist activity provided relevant insights, that would overlook an alternative
interpretation made possible by ethnographic insights. Instead of assuming that the
absence of the word “hoppy” (or some minor variation thereof, such as “hops”) would
suggest less individual “competence” pertaining to craft beer and language used to
describe it, a closer examination at the individuals who refrained from listing the term
reveals otherwise. Six of 41 participants did not include “hoppy” in their freelist. Those
individuals were overwhelmingly producers, represented by one or more participants in
the following role: bottle shop owner, the owner of a brewery, and a head brewer.
Hardly the participants you would assume lacked “competency” when describing beer.
Instead, these are individuals that are very intentional with their language.
Ethnographic insights led me to an understanding that individuals priding
themselves in their knowledge of – and ability to speak to – beer styles and the
associated flavors would actively avoid using the word “hoppy”. This was because on the
surface, “hoppy” actually tells you little about a beer. Essentially all beers have hops
(albeit to varying degrees given the style), but not all hops are the same. In fact, hops
might be added in an effort not to change the “flavor” of a beer, but rather to add to the
aromatics. The type of hops used, the quantity, and when in the brewing process they
are added are all huge factors that lead to varying degrees of representation in the final
flavor profile. Simply put, someone who says a beer is “hoppy” is revealing that they
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either don’t know how to accurately attribute hop characteristics to an overall flavor
profile (e.g. the beer tastes “citrusy” because of the citra hops used is more descriptive
than simply saying “hoppy”), or that they cannot produce distinct enough distinctions in
a flavor profile to attribute them to specific ingredients beyond blanket statements that
are not representative of what is actually present.
It is not surprising that these individuals are the ones refraining from an
oversimplification of flavor profiles (e.g. not using a potentially meaningless term like
“hoppy”). Bottle shop owners (who double as helpful employees during some business
hours) need to be prepared to speak about beer to a wide range of customers, especially
those seeking out very specific beers or variations of a given style (as might be correctly
assumed of specialty beer store clientele). Someone with an advanced vernacular could
immediately identify “hoppy” as a word that carried no real significance, as it didn’t
reveal if the hops were bittering or aromatic in nature, when they were added to the boil
(e.g. earlier additions result in more pronounced bitterness from the hops used), and
what variety they were (which has a significant impact on the associated flavor profile of
the hops themselves and the resulting beer they were used in). A head brewer,
individuals selling or using hops in their homebrews, or someone selling higher end
beers that incorporated various hops into their recipe are more likely to be far more
descriptive in their discussion of beer, even if that is reflected in a conscious decision to
omit a word commonly used by others.
Similar arguments may be made about “malty” appearing second in terms of
relative prominence as there are a wide variety of different types of malts. However,
malts don’t have as much variability in styles and applications (e.g. it is not really
possible to add them at different times to get different characteristics like you can do
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with hops), and a beer can accurately be described as “malty” if that is the dominant
characteristic (e.g. an [intentional or otherwise] imbalance with the hop profile or a lack
of other flavor adding “adjuncts”). Additionally, you would not likely say a beer is
“malty” if it had a lot of roasted (i.e. chocolate) malts in the grain bill (i.e. recipe),
because it would more likely register as “roasty” or “chocolaty” and similar arguments
can be made regarding a flavor like rye being the dominant malt in a recipe. However,
more neutral malts are simply expressed by acknowledging that you taste more of them
than you might anticipate.
Sour is the third term, and this is not unsurprising. Sour beers, whether they be
kettle sours or “traditional” sours (i.e. using a mix of intentionally souring agents like
particular yeast strains that require considerably more time to “do their work” and reach
a desired flavor profile) were gaining popularity. The “smoothie” or “slushie” style sours,
which often leverage lactose or possibly even vanilla in their recipe to “mellow” out the
sour characteristics associated with the style, meaning that the associated flavor profile
is less likely to be described as such, had not yet gained widespread popularity. The
popularity of sour beers at the time was also reflected in many of my close contacts
within the beer community being particularly excited about a sour beer festival in the
area, and this was well attended by brewers across the state who brought sour offerings
of their own. Additional evidence of sours popularity is reflected in AB Inbev’s May 2017
acquisition of Wicked Weed, a brewery known primarily for their sour beers (USA Today
2017), which was reflected in AB InBev’s The High End division president, Felipe
Szpigel’s comment that "Adding Wicked Weed, with their focus on their barrel-aged and
sour program, we don't have anyone in our family that has that as an ingrained part of
their objective and vision" (USA Today 2017). This acquisition, along with a wide range
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of other actions taken by large multinational corporations such as AB Inbev are
discussed at considerable length in other chapters.
Bitter is the fourth word seen in the frequency chart. This term is more
descriptive than hoppy, yet still somewhat basic. It may be compared to something
being described as “spicy” in that it can be harder to differentiate between types of
“bitter” as compared to simply acknowledging its existence rather than absence.
Furthermore, it is likely easier to describe the intensity of the bitterness (this can
literally be done quantitatively with the IBU, or International Bitterness Units, rating of
a beer) than the type of bitterness. The same is true for the level of spiciness being
reflected in SHUs or Scoville Heat Units; however, unlike “bitter”, “spicy” is not a flavor
but rather an irritant that has the potential to impact our overall perception of the flavor
of something it has been added to. Yes, various peppers have different flavors and some
individuals may want to attribute this to a given pepper being more “mild”, but that
variation in flavor is attributable to other qualities of the pepper that are not tied to how
“spicy” it is. The prominence of this term also highlights the popularity of IPAs at the
time, as one of the defining characteristics of the style is bitterness, even if in relative
moderation.
Sweet appears next and this is likely a nod to the substyle of beer that would
become to be known as “pastry stouts” or stouts that were intentionally brewed to be
sweet given the liberal use of lactose and other added ingredients (e.g. caramel) that lent
to a sweet flavor (the lack of a single instance of “pastry” appearing in any freelist
reveals it did not become more ubiquitous until after fieldwork was completed). This
was roughly the time that this substyle of beer was just starting to gain traction
nationally, with well-known Brooklyn brewery Other Half’s inaugural Pastrytown event,
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“[their] annual celebration of pastry stouts and fruited berliners” not happening until
early 2019 (Mack 2019). However, local breweries had already specialized in these type
of stouts, with the one instance of “diabeetus” being listed (frequency of 2.4% and
salience of .001) as a play on the overly sweet nature of the beers and also a tip of the hat
to the enunciation of the word by actor Wilford Brimley in a commercial series
pertaining to diabetes. One local brewery was clearly in on the joke, too, as they were
brewing a sweet stout with a name derived from this inside joke as early as 2016.
This love of stouts, especially those on the sweeter side was touched on in an
interview with one consumer, Emily (a pseudonym) who says, “And they just – people in
Florida love their stouts…and all of that while it's becoming more of a thing. It's been all
of the all of the stouts people like the sweet beers, the chocolaty beers.”
The next few terms (i.e. “citrusy”, “fruity”, and “chocolaty”) round out the
remaining items that were listed by half or more of all freelist participants (with
frequencies of 53.7, 56.1, and 53.7, respectively). While citrus flavors could appear in a
variety of beer styles, it was primarily used to describe IPAs, especially for an emerging
substyle known as “juicy” or New England IPAs (NEIPAs) that seemed to always feature
hop varietals with citrus notes as the dominant characteristics (even if the recipes and
brewing processes associated with NEIPAs intentionally “mute” the bitterness of these
hops, the aromatics could still accurately be described as “citrusy”). Its Salience score of
0.331 is considerably higher than that of “piney” (0.142), a flavor more commonly
associated with more “classical” modern IPAs, or West Coast IPAs. This, combined with
the Salience score associated with “juicy” (a term reserved almost exclusively for
NEIPAs) coming in at 0.167 despite being a much newer version of an IPA style,
highlights the waning popularity of West Coast IPAs relative to other substyles during
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this timeframe. “Fruity” can be descriptive of some IPAs and sours, as hop
characteristics may be more generally "fruity" rather than specifically “citrusy” to some
drinkers, and literal fruit (or fruit juice) might be added to an IPA (even if lactose was
not, like in the case of “smoothie IPAs”) or a sour (even many “traditional” style sours
featured fruit additions during the fermentation process). Interestingly, “chocolaty” had
a frequency of 53.7% but had a salience score of only 0.262. Compare this with “citrusy”,
which had the same frequency but a noticeably higher Salience of 0.331, and it may be
argued that “chocolaty”, a flavor common almost exclusively in porters and stouts, was
less top of mind because participants were more focused on other styles, like sours, or
more likely IPAs. Similar inferences may be made when considering that “juicy”
(synonymous with NEIPAs) also had a higher salience score (0.167) than “roasty”
(0.165), another term most common to porters and stouts, despite the latter appearing
on 26.8% of freelists while the former was present on only 22% of them. It should be
noted that the weight of the underlying interpretation is correlated, even if not directly
so, with the relative scores used to draw connections or distinctions (i.e. inferences
drawn in the latter portion of this paragraph and the following have less backing them,
statistically speaking).
For the purposes of brevity, I will not discuss all terms that appeared on freelists,
especially since the inclusion or absence of terms may offer little of interest to a reader
but do include a table of terms with the 47 highest salience scores (at the end of this
section). However, a few terms appearing on less than half of the freelists are worth
mentioning due to their relative imbalance between frequency and Salience scores. In
addition to imbalances already discussed above, “spicy” is interesting in that over a third
of all participants included it (36.6% frequency) yet its salience score is only 0.16. For
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reference, both juicy and roasty have higher salience scores (0.167 and 0.165,
respectively), despite lower frequencies (22 and 26.8 percent, respectively). “Banana” is
also interesting in its relatively high frequency (26.8%) compared to its lower salience
score of 0.095. Both of these terms do not subscribe to the general assumption that
frequency and salience scores are positively correlated, which might imply these terms
are fairly well known (both cited by at least a quarter of participants), but possibly not as
top-of-mind (or potentially even “as important”) as other terms used to describe flavor.
“Spicy” is likely an acknowledgement that a local brewery was known for its popular
world-class stout, which included chili peppers, and that another local brewery would
also add hot peppers to some of their stouts. Given that these two establishments were
seen as some of the best – if not THE best – breweries to produce stouts in the area (or
even beyond), especially stouts that were barrel aged and/or had flavors added due to
additions during fermentation (e.g. adding vanilla beans or coffee to the beer for a
period of time before it is packaged), and that some of their most celebrated beers (i.e.
stouts) used “spicy” ingredients, participants might have felt the need to mention “spicy”
to their list to demonstrate local knowledge. However, the relatively low salience score
suggests that it was further down their list, quite possibly due to the fact that the beers
showcasing a “spicy” flavor were not nearly as common or readily available (especially
given that one beer was only brewed once a year and could not be bought in a to-go
format outside of a ticketed event). “Banana” is interesting in that it is typically
attributed to very select styles, with a hefeweizen being the most common by a sizeable
margin. This style is seen as relatively lighter and more approachable than other “craft
beer styles” (i.e. not a typical American light lager or pilsner), and is somewhat
common, so individuals again likely wanted to be sure they demonstrated competency
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in their command of beer related language, but simply thought of more “exciting” terms
before mentioning this one.
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Figure 8: 47 highest salience scores of freelist data
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Conclusion
The pilesort activity provided insights into how individuals interested in or
involved with craft beer think about breweries. Rather than probe on feelings towards
45 individual breweries in the hopes of producing thematic clusters across free response
answers, the pilesort provided a way for 31 participants (4 producers and 27 consumers)
to think through similarities and differences and organize breweries in whatever
manner they saw fit. Six was both the mode and median number of piles created by
participants, while 6.935 piles was the mean.
Asking participants to describe the piles they created provided rich qualitative
data that contextualized their thought process, and revealed various dimensions that
might factor into their mental organization of breweries, such as: awareness (or lack
thereof), quality, business model and to some extent ownership’s underlying motive to
pursue that strategy, past visits (or lack thereof) to the tasting room, and geographic
location. These identified themes were how the roughly 7 average piles (or clusters) were
created or at least organized around, and provide a unique opportunity to hone in on
them while discussing the analysis of qualitative data generated from participant
observation and in-depth semi-structured interviews, which is presented in a following
chapter.
Freelist data from 41 participants (12 producers and 29 consumers) revealed
terms used by individuals to describe the flavor of a beer and assigned scores associated
with frequency, average rank, and Salience. This highlighted differences in terminology
use across participants while also providing some insight into the [then] current
popularity of certain beer styles or local variations thereof.

112

This data is in a position to standalone, but is enriched by ethnographic details
provided. It also serves to reinforce some items discussed by participants in interviews,
which are presented in the two following chapters.
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Chapter Five:
Ethnographic Results for Consumers

It’s a bright sunny afternoon on Saturday in early March. Not far from
downtown Tampa, an organization supporting the craft beer industry was hosting
their annual beer festival. Over 50 breweries are pouring about 200 beers for
attendees that have paid roughly $50 for their ticket (give or take depending on some
factors). A couple out for a walk happens upon the festival, which they weren’t aware
of until now. A man likely in his early 30s is excited to stumble upon the opportunity
and encourages her to check it out together. She objects to the spontaneous expense
given the cost and asks why he’s interested, to which he shrugs his shoulders and
replies, “It’s something to do.”

This excited ambivalence offers insight into a pull factor for individuals who have
not yet made craft beer into a hobby of sorts (i.e. a “hobbyist”), and instead retain
baseline consumer5 status while engaging with craft beer. Hobbies associated with craft
beer can range from homebrewing to “whale chasing,” but baseline consumers shy away
from these activities either due to ignorance of their existence or indifference to their
assumed gains from engaging in them.

5 Moving forward in this chapter, references to “consumer” indicate all consumers as conceived of
in preceding chapters (i.e. all individuals drinking craft beer, to include hobbyists) while a “baseline
consumer” is someone who drinks craft beer but has not pursued activities that would designate them as a
“hobbyist.”
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For example, Tim (a pseudonym), a young working professional who spends a
considerable amount of time away from home traveling for work projects, does not think
that brewing his own beer would be worth his time:
I've never tried to make beer, it's not really something, you know, I guess
one of the things I kind of see is like, you know, I don't want to just make
beer to make beer. If I were to make it, I'd want to make a good beer. And I
don't have the time, or really that big of an interest to sit down and try and
do it well. You know, I know some friends who have make - a lot of friends
who just kind of do it kind of like half-assedly and like – their thing. And,
you know, that's, that's cool for them. But the, my personality wise, I
wouldn't want to do something unless I was gonna do it well, and I just
don't think I could do it well.
However, Tim does appreciate that knowing about the brewing process can
strengthen someone’s knowledge of craft beer in general. He says:
I, you know, understand what they do to make it so that I then kind of
know, I mean, and then you start to realize there are a lot of different
beers, how those different beers are made, and what makes them different.
And, you know, you kind of appreciate like, okay, the sour beer, how's that
different than, you know, like, you know, a stout or port[er], you know,
there's, you know, different ingredients, different styles. And, you know,
you start to realize that there's a lot more to beer than just, you know, what
you originally kind of were exposed to.
Tim has engaged with craft beer enough to know that experience with the
brewing process unlocks new understandings about beer beyond just production
techniques, but he stops short of undertaking this himself or learning much about the
process beyond what may be mentioned on a tour at a brewery or during a casual
conversation with a brewery employee. The return on investment simply is not there for
him to do such things.
Tim does not need to be a brewer to enjoy beer, nor does he need to have
extensive knowledge about the beer he is drinking, to include who happened to make it.
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He can simply enjoy a beer that is “refreshing” and is comfortable admitting that there
are few things that would deter him from drinking what he deems a good beer:
Yeah, I mean, I don't really care who makes it if it's good, you know? I like
Budweiser, the original, like I really think it's a good beer, I like drinking,
it’s refreshing. And you know, it's mass market, you know, mass produced,
whatever. It's still a good beer. Bud Light is total shit, but Budweiser is
pretty reasonable beer. Yeah, so you know for me I like the taste of it and
it's good. So, but so it doesn't really matter who makes it or where it comes
from as long as it tastes good. It's okay. So as long as it's not made by
Nazis, at least.
Tim happily drinks local beers and actively seeks them out, evidenced by always
ordering one at dinner when on the road for work. However, due to his work
commitments on the road, he cannot make it to actual breweries as often. This seems to
either weaken his potential connection with a “craft beer scene” and by extension his
overall interest, or it simply reflects an intentional indifference to engaging with craft
beer beyond what is convenient or what he is interested in personally.
The lack of engagement beyond occasional brewery visits or ordering a local pint
at dinner means that skills associated with actively tasting and describing beer are not
developed, perhaps beyond a foundational level. Things like brewing can further
develop these skills or even result in different ones (especially as it pertains to
understanding flavor profiles relative to production techniques). It is this surface level
interaction that results in craft beer merely being a social experience at most, whereas
those who have made craft beer more of a hobby speak of beer itself as an “experience”,
one they are well equipped to describe given their conscious effort to learn more about
the “proper” way to “experience” it. It is this personally-determined desired experience
that guides which portions of the craft beer “scene” individuals engage with (referred to
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as individual “pathways” to the “scene” and discussed in theoretical detail in the final
chapter).

Introduction to [Craft] Beer
In order to become a craft beer drinker of any kind, someone has to have the
opportunity and willingness to try craft beer first. They either have to have a sense of
adventure and boldly try something they don’t know much about, or they need someone
to help them better understand their options so that they can more easily identify one
that might be enjoyable to them. This is the first opportunity to engage with craft beer,
and it may or may not be at a brewery, and does not necessarily have to be a locally
produced beer, either.
More often than not, an individual needs to be offered a “gateway beer,” or one
that is more similar to mass produced lagers and ales than it is an IPA or a stout, in
order for it to resonate with them. However, prior to this occurring the individual needs
to be open to drinking beer in general, which is not a given. For example, Kacie (a
pseudonym), like many other participants in general, associated beer with her
experience at college and a pursuit of intoxication, rather than an appreciation for what
was being (perhaps begrudgingly) consumed:
Initially, I thought of beer is just something that was done at college
parties, like kegs, stuff that you played drinking games with. And then one
of my friends – we’re like, on a trip to Chicago, and she introduced me to
Stella and I think it just showed me that beer could be more than just
something that you drink to get drunk, because I enjoyed the taste of it.
And then from there, I was more open to actually trying beer because I
thought initially I just didn’t like beer. As for like, but I don’t consider
Stella a craft beer. Okay, that was a distinct memory for me. Because after
that, I just started ordering Stellas because I thought I was cool.
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Kacie’s assumption that she did not like beer ended up being wrong once she was
introduced to an alternative she was previously unaware of. She speaks of Stella in a way
that recognizes it was a required step in her journey to appreciating craft beer, because
liking any beer at all was now a possibility, and there was a certain “cool” factor to
drinking something different:
No, I think for a while I stuck with that maybe, you know the next handful
of times that I went out but then you start talking to people, they ask you
what you like, and then they share what they like, and it becomes more of
a conversation. Whereas before drinking to me was something that was
social to like, let your inhibitions go and everything. I think that Stella was
kind of like this gateway and to – okay, there's different things out there. I
could actually try something for the taste as opposed to just this medium
in which to get drunk.
Several other participants spoke of beer as simply fuel for intoxication and
something that they associated with their time at college. It took a specific
experience to shift their perspective to beer as an enjoyable beverage, one
complete with flavor and intention. Manny (a pseudonym), mentions as much
when saying that prior to trying Deliriums for the first time, “before that it was
just, you know, normal college kid stuff, Natty Ice and Budweiser” and that this
new beer had “so much more flavor and taste. Much better. Felt like a lot more
effort was put into making it.” Similarly, his girlfriend, Jackie (a pseudonym)
recalls first trying a wheat beer that was markedly different because “at that time,
I thought I really liked it because my comparison was to like Bud Light in college.
What I associate college beers with is the cheap beers. I remember thinking it
tastes a lot different than that because that stuff's pretty dilute tasting. But since
then, I've actually discovered I don't really like wheat beers of different kinds.”
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Once it has been established that consuming beer can be enjoyable rather
than only inebriating, individuals can begin intentionally seeking out beer. And,
even if they do not try “craft beer” initially, the likelihood of eventually trying one
rises considerably.

Why Craft Beer?
While an introduction to beers that are not mass-produced domestic lagers and
ales does not have to start with a craft beer, eventually it appears to lead down that path.
However, the path still requires navigating to it, so there must be pull factors worth
exploring, especially to understand why a consumer may end up at a craft brewery in the
first place.
So why does Tim bother with craft beer if he is not seeking out “uniqueness” or
intentional “flavors” like others might? It is because other pull factors that resonate with
him exist, namely more recent trends to push back against “globalization” and
“Walmarts” and returning to local sourcing practices which are likely to produce fresher,
if not better, ingredients to be used while also more friendly environmentally and
simultaneously cutting costs.
I think it's important, especially nowadays, where we're getting to be, you
know, more economically, environmentally conscious. And so, trying to
use local sourcing, and then also at the very same time, it's, you know, it's
more cost effective if you can use things that are local. And generally,
they're usually better if you know, if you can get good local ingredients,
they're usually better than pulling from, you know, if you can grow hops in
California, or Oregon, they're better than hops, you're grabbing from
across the ocean and in Germany most likely, because you can get fresh.
So, you know, usually that local ingredients tend to, and it's not
ubiquitous, but they tend to be a little bit higher quality, or at least fresher.
And they also kind of, you know, it makes something local, it's kind of, you
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know, you have that stronger pull to it, right? If you can, if you can say,
‘Oh, you know, they're getting all their stuff from local farmers, they're,
they're putting money back into the community, you know, it helps when
you, you're like, well, you're helping your community as well, you know,
hey, I buy a beer here, that goes to some local farmers raising cows, or, you
know, grain or whatever,’ and, you know, does that change the beer tastes?
Not necessarily, but it's, it's a nice thing to do, you know, I think keeping
things you know, there was this, like, 10-20 years ago, everything went
globalization, you got Walmart's, you got all these big stores. And now
we're seeing a lot more trend back to the small local, which is good,
because it's, you know, you get diversity in that, in that sense. And so I
think that helps the local people, and, and keeps things diverse, because
every region now you go to, if they're focusing more on local ingredients,
when you go to Oregon, or when you go to New York, you're gonna get
totally different things. So I think that's pretty cool. (Tim)
Tim, who will be revisited later, acknowledges that while he appreciates craft beer
and the underlying ethos, he does not drink it exclusively. Interestingly enough, Rich
and Mary, a highly educated married couple in their 30s, did not drink it very frequently
at first either, but eventually began drinking little else when it came to beer. Rich was
introduced to more flavorful beer during a semester abroad in England, and Mary had
tried imported options like Chimay and Guinness. Eventually they found their way to a
beer store nearby and picked up Old Rasputin (an imperial stout) given that they both
liked Guinness, which Mary had “thought was like the boundary of beer before that” but
realized this “was like such an extreme version of any beer that I’ve ever had” and that it
was “amazing…so different from anything I’ve ever had.” Despite thoroughly enjoying
their initial experience with craft beer, Rich notes that he “was still drinking a hell of a
lot of PBR” and Mary explains that “we’re also like college students…the 30 pack [of
PBR] was really cheap” therefore “we drank PBR like six and a half days a week”
according to Rich.
Their delay between introduction and full adoption was seen as more of an
economic necessity – particularly by Mary, who notes, “So yeah, I think had we had the
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option, we would have had craft beer more often. But we were kind of broke college
students. So it was more like a special occasion.” Rich also noted the adverse economic
impact of drinking craft beer exclusively, but also saw the limited engagement as a way
to retain how “special” it was while also a way to stick with things that were
“comfortable” most of the time. Rich says:
Yeah, definitely. I mean, I'm trying to – I guess we probably treated craft
beer as more of a sort of special occasion thing as opposed to the everyday
in college everyone drinks a beer kind of thing…but there was, I think
there's probably a period where it was like, you know I'll go out sushi every
now and then but I'm gonna eat like, you know, grilled cheese every day or
whatever was like a comfort thing and I'm sure for a while it was like exotic
and different and I know I liked it but you know, I wonder if I – how much
I liked it and how much I wanted to like it and how that actually worked. I
don't remember the answer. (Rich)
Eventually, Mary and Rich moved more and more to craft beer consumption, not
only because their economic situation had changed, but because of other factors as well,
namely availability. Rich ponders aloud, “And I'm actually, I'm trying to remember at
what point I stopped buying something like PBR and stopped having it around all the
time and stop – sort of when like beer drinking became for the most part drinking
something good, and I don't know exactly when that was somewhere in…” Mary picks
up his train of thought and says “the middle of grad school” while also revealing that the
craft beer they purchased at that time was not because it came from a local producer,
but simply that it was a [superior] option at a local spot at all. She states:
I don't feel like localism as like an eating philosophy was as pervasive as it
is now. Or like, or at least I wasn't as familiar. I think both I wasn't as
familiar with the kind of concept and it wasn't, I mean, this was like [early
2000s],.., sort of like the local movement hadn't become such a, like,
everything made local. So, I don't necessarily think that I was drinking it
because it was from nearby as much as because it was good and it
happened to be on tap. (Mary)
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Rich notes that craft beer became “more available” at bars nearby, but also that
his transition to full time craft beer drinker also aligned with moving closer to a
brewery: “I mean, it was at that point like a localism thing definitely played in because I
mean it literally came from like, two miles from where we lived.”
Mary notes that while localism may have been a factor, earlier on she “got less
into like local craft brewing than I did, like, interesting beer, which may have been
imported or may have been from Colorado or, you know, it was just interesting beer was
sort of what I got into first and then like, more local” which happened to coincide with
also gaining an appreciation for better food. She says:
I think relatedly I also got really into, I got much more simultaneously into
food. Food and cooking, amazing like, farmers market, like so, like every
week this great, just tons of farmers like actual local produce. And so, I
was also getting more into cooking and ingredients and food. And I think
that was concurrent with an interest in beer and where beer was coming
from so, I think it's - both of those were happening at the same time...I
think we hadn't been attuned to localism, as much we were tuned to good
first, or then by good I mean like, smaller, rarer, you know, not sort of
mass market mainstream, big ten and big six breweries. But that came
before, but yeah, and then sort of the more interested in local beer. (Mary)

Trusted Advisor
Another factor in Mary and Rich gaining appreciation for “good beer” came in the
form of a friend who happened to brew his own beer. Rich notes, “He actually, he taught
us a lot. I don't think I'd ever had like a saison until he taught us what a saison was and
brewed one in his attic, and, you know, gave it to us. Some of that was – yeah – he
taught us a lot of stuff in retrospect.”
This individual did not introduce them to craft beer, yet still “taught [them] a lot”
and introduced them to styles previously unknown to them. Similarly, other participants
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noted how someone in their lives (most likely not a homebrewer) helped them gain an
appreciation for craft beer, possibly by being the one to introduce them to it. For
example, Kacie says that she found herself at a brewery for the first time because “it was
probably my cousin inviting me…And I think that I trusted her judgment too, because
usually whatever she suggested was usually pretty good, and she usually kind of like
went off the beaten path.” Kacie goes on to say that her cousin helped her differentiate
between quality and quantity when she notes:
And I think a lot of mainstream things end up getting watered down and
not necessarily like just with beer, but just in general. You know, there's
pizza that is fresh, using ingredients that are specific for that particular
pizza. They're doing using really good quality dough, yada, yada. And then
there's Domino's. To me, that's kind of like what? Somebody who takes the
time to actually know, I guess. Yeah, I guess listening to my cousin. She's
taught me those kinds of things.
Kacie stresses the importance of trusting an individual that can introduce you to
new things or at least different versions of things you may already consume. She also
relishes the opportunity to serve in this exact role herself once she attains enough
knowledge. She says:
I think trusting somebody else that through other experiences, like this
person has usually been pretty spot on when they suggest to try
something, I usually like it. So it was pretty natural to trust them on going
to a place like [local brewery]. But then it became something that I do on
my own, and that I've been able to teach other people, which is really cool
as well. So yes, I would say that my taste has grown. And also, I've grown
and that I'm willing to try every single beer out there now. Like I also stay
away from certain beers that I know, on the whole I don't particularly like
so it's kind of like, my taste has become more refined. And that sounds
kind of pretentious.
Like Tim, Mary, and Rich, Kacie also mentions how “craft” things generally rely
on “fresh” ingredients that are not “just mass produced” but instead are very
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intentionally used to elevate something. She alluded to it when discussing her cousin’s
role above, but also adds:
Yeah, no, I would say this is with everything, with craft cocktails. Knowing
that there's more than drinks and just like vodka Sprite or gin and tonic,
that there's drinks that are you can kind of hone in on something like okay,
well, I really like it when the whiskey tastes particularly like this. And the
same thing with food. Like, I've really grown to enjoy things that are
there's time and thought and effort put into the meal. The ingredients are
fresh, it's not just mass produced. So I would say craft beer definitely
represents something that on the whole, like with my tastes, and any type
of drink or food has really grown. (Kacie)
A trusted advisor is not a prerequisite for discovering or engaging with craft beer,
but as illustrated above, one can help individuals more easily discover styles (to include
those they might like) and the appropriate flavor profile for them. They can also serve as
someone who is known and trusted and therefore their recommendations may carry
more weight. Having overviewed how individuals become introduced and open to craft
beer, I now turn to a general discussion of types of engagement beyond simple
consumption before then drawing on several interviews to highlight specific details
about differences in “experiencing” craft beer.

Engaging with the “Scene”
I detail how the craft beer “scene” is constructed by producers in a separate
chapter, and also discuss how consumers are co-creators or at least influence the scene
in the final chapter. In the previous chapter, I overviewed how consumers think about
individual and groups of breweries within the local scene. Within this chapter, I simply
acknowledge that the craft beer scene is a collection of spaces dedicated to engaging
with craft beer, with most spaces dedicated specifically to consuming it. This collection
of spaces along with people that occupy them is the “scene.” I assemble a composite of
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ethnographic insights to present the various ways in which individuals might engage
with the scene and for what purposes, and use the competing versions of “taste” (i.e.
“flavor” and exhibiting “good/bad taste”) to explain some behaviors but stop short of
discussing these in a theoretical sense in this chapter given that is done in the
concluding chapter.
Craft beer within the Greater Tampa Bay area, and likely elsewhere, is able to
draw on a wide range of consumers thanks to various components of craft beer and its
breweries resonating with a number consumers with different interests, especially those
interested and willing to pursue hobbies associated with craft beer (e.g. homebrewing or
“collecting”).
Craft or “artisanal” products can serve as a differentiator in “taste” amongst
individuals. While this can literally mean that it “tastes” different – many participants
claim that mass produced domestic beers taste “dilute” or “watered down,” which is not
the case for most craft beers – it primarily serves as a differentiator in respect to the
discerning “taste” that the acquirer has when it comes to various options. Craft beer in
and of itself can imply someone has good taste in beer, but this can go beyond that:
Taste can be attributed to which craft beer is purchased. Among some craft beer
drinkers (i.e. most hobbyists), it is not enough to buy a craft beer over a mass produced
domestic beer, it is important that the beer comes from a respected brewery and is seen
as a quality product. It is common for some craft beer drinkers (usually with more
experience and/or concern for status) to eschew certain breweries entirely, and this is a
sentiment most will express publicly. Anyone voluntarily buying from some of these
breweries producing poor quality beers would be seen as having poor taste since the
beer did not “taste” as good as other readily available options.
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Individuals can demonstrate their taste in several ways beyond discussing
individual breweries or beers. Personal “cellars” (a misnomer in a state that barely
resides above the water table and therefore has essentially no basements to speak of)
can house a wide variety of beers from far and wide, with most if not all coming from
breweries that are well regarded by craft beer drinkers locally and likely nationally.
These collections are proudly shown off to other drinkers invited to stop over for beers,
who sift through them and admire the great taste the owner has for selecting these
particular bottles, if not also the resources needed to acquire them. The owner can
impress others through simply possessing these beers, as other drinkers would relish the
opportunity to sample one. They may have to demonstrate their own good taste before
being invited to do so, though, either through a discussion of beer in general, or the style
of the particular beer. Those with inadequate knowledge may not be invited to partake
in the “whales,” or beers that are difficult to come by due to their great quality and
relative scarcity. This would be because they lacked sufficient “taste” to enjoy such a
difficult to procure beer, and would therefore be better off with something easier to
come by but still of good quality. This sentiment was on full display when I brought a
barrel aged stout (that was not overly difficult to acquire nor was it seen as particularly
“valuable”) to a quasi-public bottle share only to be privately told by an experienced
attendee that these shares weren’t for “nicer” beers like that while implying that those in
attendance lacked sufficient taste to appreciate them.
Taste can also be represented through an ability to articulate what flavor is
actually present in a beer. This requires a command of the lexicon associated with
flavors present in a wide variety of beer styles. One will struggle to possess good “taste”
unless their ability to taste is also good. They must be able to identify individual
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components of the flavor of a beer, and use generally agreed upon terms that represent
what the component tastes like, such as tobacco, citrus, or even “barnyard.” It would not
be enough to say a beer is “hoppy,” as that might be a dead giveaway to others that an
individual lacks the ability to differentiate between bittering hops, floral hops, and even
amongst various hop strains that may lean towards citrus flavor as compared to a piney
flavor associated with others (this is also discussed in the structured methods chapter).
An ability to not only taste the beer, but to showcase your taste in beer by intelligently
speaking about its flavor notes while also having an understanding of where it came
from (i.e. which brewery) and why the beer was special (e.g. it is a style the brewery
excels at making; they collaborated with another respected brewery on the beer; it
incorporates exciting ingredients; etc.) can serve as differentiator as to your relative
status amongst other craft beer drinkers.
Even the way in which a beer is consumed can demonstrate taste. A sure-fire way
to demonstrate a lack of taste would be to drink directly from the packaging the beer
came in (i.e. bottle or can). While exceptions to this rule exist (e.g. drinking most
“flagship” beers or being in an environment where glassware is prohibited), those who
take their beer seriously almost always reach for a glass to pour it into. This allows for
more of the aroma of the beer to be experienced, which heightens the flavors tasted by
the drinker (see the chapter overviewing literature on the senses for a full discussion of
how individuals perceive flavor through sensory inputs). The strong desire to drink out
of a “glass” rather than bottle or can is reflected in a local company that was founded
specifically to create plastic versions of typical craft beer “glasses” so that individuals at
a pool, beach, or other space or event prohibiting glassware could still get more of the
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sensory experience by using these instead of drinking out of the packaging or generic
disposable cups deemed ill-suited for the beer.
Individuals looking to demonstrate their taste is but one group that might
naturally gravitate towards craft beer. Similarly, those that enjoy making things
themselves, or the DIYers (Do-it-yourselfers), feel welcome within craft beer. Unlike
large scale manufacturers, who often only have one or two versions of a beer style seen
as “lighter” (e.g. lager or pilsner), craft brewers make a wide selection of styles and
versions thereof. This allows for homebrewers (the DIYers) to emulate a wide selection
of beer, or find inspiration for their own. Additionally, craft breweries usually embrace
this practice, sometimes hosting homebrew club meetings or publicly speaking about
recipes or brewing processes. The result is that anyone with a desire to make their own
[craft] beer can do so, with the most basic approach utilizing an extract that significantly
reduces the amount of time and effort needed to brew a beer (although it does not
change the amount of time needed for fermentation and bottle conditioning). This can
be supplemented by some grain and possibly hops, or replaced entirely in an “all-grain”
recipe which increases the amount of time and skill required to brew the beer, but also
offers for more flexibility in the ingredients used and by extension the resulting flavor of
the beer.
It is not simply that beer can be made that can attract DIYers. There is an entire
community of individuals producing their own beer, or homebrewers. These individuals
can form local groups (generally referred to as a “homebrew club”) to discuss what they
are making or plan to make while soliciting feedback from other members. A predetermined lesson related to brewing may be included in the meetings and taught by a
member with a particular interest in the topic or extensive experience. Sidebar
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conversations can be had to discuss equipment, processes, materials, or other related
items over samples of homebrewed beer brought by other members for the group to
provide feedback on. The club is also likely to have at least one “brew day” for
themselves each year (if not more often), where they collectively chip in on materials
and brew a single recipe that will be split amongst participants or possibly used at an
event of some kind. Homebrewers can also enter competitions where their beer is
judged based on a standardized rubric and individual style guide for the type of beer
they brewed. This allows for more feedback, and often times from credentialed judges
that have completed training requirements and can provide detailed flavor notes relative
to published style guides that beer styles are judged on.
Homebrewing can also provide opportunities to interact with or solicit feedback
from professional brewers (i.e. those working for a salary at a craft brewery).
Professionals may attend homebrew club meetings or other events, providing thoughts
on a range of relevant topics. Homebrewers may serve as judges at professional
competitions (provided they have the appropriate credentials) or as “stewards,”
individuals who pour from labeled bottles into coded disposable cups before bringing
them to the judges to blindly evaluate. This provides an opportunity to witness how
professional brewers think about and evaluate beer, complete with hypotheses for why
the beer did not taste quite as it should (i.e. relative to the style guidelines). These
interactions and the experience and knowledge gained may lead to opportunities to
collaborate with, or even become, a professional brewer. During my fieldwork, I
encountered several professional brewers who got their original start while
homebrewing (something discussed in the chapter dedicated to producers).
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Another group of individuals drawn to craft beer are those who are interested in
amassing impressive collections, or possibly profiting off of them. A beer “cellar” is a
chance to house and possibly display a wide array of beers seen as appropriate for aging
(e.g. stouts – especially those that are barrel aged – “traditional style” sours, or others)
in the proper condition (e.g. a temperature roughly 50 degrees Fahrenheit), while other
styles meant to be consumed fresh (e.g. IPAs) would generally be stored at a standard
temperature for refrigerated goods and drank fairly quickly. These collections can
impress other craft beer drinkers, with some individuals intentionally seeking out an
invite to someone’s home or bottle share just to see a particularly impressive collection
and possibly partake of something special, as already noted. However, some individuals
only “collect” beers in an effort to “flip” most of them for a profit, just as is the case with
other hobbies such as sports memorabilia, autographs, or sneakers.
Regardless of what will become of a beer that has been acquired, the ability to
collect them undoubtedly draws in individuals that would otherwise not engage with
craft beer, or not to the same extent. For example, I attended a “bottle release” at a local
brewery and heard someone call out a nickname for me that very few people know,
especially in this area. I was surprised to see someone I knew from a completely
different part of the state there, especially since I was under the impression he was not a
craft beer drinker. I later found out from another mutual friend that his sole reason for
attending the release was to “flip” bottles per the recommendation of a local contact of
his, and he was very upset that the specific release he attended had such large quantities
available and was considered among the least desirable of all specialty beers released by
this particular brewery. While the beer was still seen as a solid option by most craft beer
drinkers, it was not good enough or scarce enough to warrant paying a premium on top
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of the retail price, and therefore was not something that could actually be “flipped” for a
profit, if it managed to sell on a secondary market at all. This is a topic also discussed
within the chapter covering producers.
The activities outlined above are some of the more common ways to engage with
the local craft beer scene. I now turn to a detailed discussion of how individuals might
end up pursuing them, for what purpose, and what impact that has on their craft beer
"experience”. The section draws significantly from select semi-structured interviews to
produce rich first-hand accounts for readers.

Craft Beer and Experience
Craft beer consumers speak of experience in a way that generally revolves around
spaces (i.e. primarily breweries), while hobbyists (i.e. homebrewers, collectors, or taste
differentiators) are more inclined to speak about “experiences” in relation to beers
themselves. This is largely due to hobbyists being better positioned to articulate the
experience associated with a particular beer given that they have intentionally pursued
activities that essentially require them to sharpen specific skills, such as identifying
individual components of an overall flavor profile associated with a beer or developing
the lexicon associated with describing them.
As noted earlier in the chapter, Tim is an individual who comfortably and
intentionally occupies the role of a baseline consumer in the scene. He does not pursue
activities like brewing or collecting beer, or trying to differentiate craft beers from one
another. He also generally “knows what he wants” when ordering a local beer when at a
restaurant on the road, implying he’s more interested in trying something he is familiar
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with (stylistically) that happens to be made locally than he is in experimenting with new
styles or derivations of known ones. He also likely does not have the option to order
flights of beer at a restaurant (where the majority of the craft beer he drinks is
consumed) given that those are reserved almost exclusively for breweries. Tim’s limited
engagement is reflected in his structured methods data, as he had the lowest number of
items listed (n=6) of all participants (the average number of items listed was 21.22) and
the fifth lowest competency score associated with the pilesort.6
Tim is one of the few (if not only) participants to speak highly of the beer at a
local brewery that is primarily known for its “fun” tasting room. The beer there was
described by other participants as “below par” or even “gross.” Take the following
example from a participant named Emily:
I just don't like their beer. I've never had one that I particularly liked. I've
had some that weren't as bad as others but every time I've been there at
least, I've only been there a couple of times and every time I've had like a
flight, at least something has tasted like popcorn to me. Yeah. Popcorn or
band aids and I don't know much about off flavors, but I know that both of
those are bad smells and tastes. (Emily)
The “off flavors” referenced here refer to undesirable flavors associated with
mishaps in the brewing process. Emily is not confident in her ability to articulate her
experience beyond basic “off flavor” terms such as “popcorn” and “band aids”, but is
confident in understanding that those flavors are unintentional byproducts of flaws in

It must be noted that the competency score cannot be fully “validated” due to at least one
underlying assumption requirement not being met (i.e. that is a single “correct” answer “key”). However,
in this instance it likely suggests that a given participant either thought about collections of breweries in a
manner that departed from the thinking of most other participants of the pilesort method, or that
individual breweries were perceived differently by this individual as compared to others, thus resulting in
belonging to different piles than others created even if using the same categories (e.g. placing a brewery
commonly classified as “bad” by most participants into a “breweries I like” pile that contained other
breweries most participants did enjoy).
6
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the production, making the end product undesirable, evidenced when Emily says “Yeah,
I don't really want to drink you know, popcorn butter.”
My own experiences at this brewery were similar to Emily’s and that of other
participants (other than Tim). My fieldnotes from a visit to this brewery in May of 2017
state, “I had ordered a flight of [four beers of different styles]. Decided to try [brewery]
in general again since it has been close to two years since I gave them a chance.
Lingering bitterness on almost all of them (like an astringency that shouldn’t be there –
like an off flavor). None enjoyable and can’t see buying anything else from them again.”

Flavor Perception Skills
The ability to process underlying notes within the overall flavor of a beer is a
desirable skillset for essentially any individual looking to engage in craft beer hobbies.
Homebrewers are especially interested this skill since it can inform them of success in
their efforts or where adjustments might need to be made. Differentiators aspire to
identify characteristics that can speak to the underlying qualities of a beer so as to
explain similarities and differences relative to other offerings, a skillset that can be
leveraged in social situations (e.g. as a “trusted advisor”) or as a collector or flipper to
justify desirability or secondary market valuations.
In order to discuss how individuals go about developing the skills needed to
accurately pickup on specific flavor notes and describe them in an appropriate manner, I
first turn to a discussion of some of the underlying motivations (or dispositions) for
various types of hobbyists so as to frame what they are attempting to accomplish and
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why when it comes to detecting and speaking about flavors, as these can be different
across these categories (i.e. homebrewers, collectors, etc.).
Individuals who collect beer, or even beer related items (e.g. specialty glassware)
put a lot of thought into what beer they have in front of them prior to even opening it, let
alone drinking it and trying to describe that experience. There is more of a focus on who
produced the beer, what they are trying to convey with the label, and whether or not the
style of the beer is one they are known for. Tom (a pseudonym) describes this in great
detail when he describes how he approaches a beer he is about to consume for the first
time:
Okay, so I am looking at an unfamiliar beer to me. First thing I do is I
always look at the label, I'm not going to deny that is definitely a part of
me as a consumer. I'm not letting it color what I think of the beer but you
know, it's just that I feel like it's it's an instinct, you know, is the is the label
cool? Do you do you like what it's saying? Does it reach out to you? Is it
aesthetically pleasing? Is it easy to read and understand? Do I know what
I'm looking at? When I take one glance at it and it's kind of nice that I can
see the brewery across the top, the name of the beer and what it is right
there without any question. Turning the can I'm I'm looking at the
description, which is another thing that I want to see, I want an idea as to
you know, some thought process behind it. Some breweries like to tell a
story unrelated to the beer, some like to, you know, tell you a little bit
about the beer. It's not a defining factor for me it's just a fun factor. I'm
also list – looking for maybe a production date depending on the type of
beer. (Tom)
Tom also acknowledges that depending on the specific bottle being opened and
the setting, it may require some special considerations if it is deemed to be worthy of
them (i.e. it is of high enough quality, and likely somewhat scarce). He states:
Depending on the on the bottle, you know, there can be a little bit of pomp
and circumstance it's, you know, it, it sounds a little silly talking about it
and I guess without proper context, but you know, for your nice bottle of
wine, you have a nice bottle opener for it. And so when you are opening up
something that you know to be a nice bottle of beer. You know, some
people in the beer community like to have a nice quality bottle opener and
some of those bottle openers, don't bend the lid, some of them have
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magnets, some of them are designed to open bottles that have been waxed
shut. And so you know, with that you can have a little appreciation of, you
know, the work that went into it and the fact that you're, you know,
opening something that is of good quality.
Tom notes that wax used to be a mark associated with quality, but its overuse
cheapened that sentiment and a more critical assessment beyond the mere presence of
wax is required, especially since opening waxed bottles necessitated considerably more
effort. He notes:
Um, in the beginning, when bottles were being waxed, and I'm talking
about beginning as in my beginning of when I saw that wax bottles were
becoming popular, not necessarily when the market first started doing
them. I don't claim to be part of the beginning. But when I was first part of
trading, and when it was becoming a big thing, and when I was noticing
that people were equating a wax bottle with quality, everybody wanted
something that had been waxed, because it meant that it was rare, and it
was expensive, and it was high quality. And then breweries just started
waxing bottles, because they could. It's, it's a fun factor, it's also kind of an
annoying item. So if a brewery is going to wax a bunch of stuff, it's a little
bit of a turnoff to have to cut through that wax every time. But if you only
have the occasional wax bottle, it's another aspect of you know, the
enjoyment of opening the item just just like it is popping out the cork from
a bottle of wine… but it became a trend to wax bottles, and people had an
inverse reaction to that they desired wax bottles less. And so [out-of-state
brewery once known for waxing bottles] is very quickly reducing the
number of bottles that they were waxing and kind of kept it back to being
their truly special items. But it can definitely cause a level of saturation
where people don't, don't love to deal with a wax bottle.
He also asserts that waxing does serve a purpose, specifically serving as an
additional barrier against oxygen thereby preventing an unintended flavor profile which
is the result of an oxidized beer. However, he notes this quality control measure may not
apply to him given that he does not intend to keep beers long enough for that
preventative measure to go into effect. He says:
So from my understanding, the intention of waxing a bottle in the
beginning was to prevent any oxygen from leaking under the cap over time
and causing oxidation inside of the beer. I don't have a personal opinion
on that. Because I don't have I don't have a big enough amount of
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experience to say whether it does or does not make a difference. I know
people who wax bottles that they intend intend to keep for many years. I
have not experienced the difference. But I am also not one to hold on to
beer for more than two or three years, waxed or unwaxed.
Tom notes that upon finally opening the beer, he may or may not attempt to
smell it while in the bottle (or can). He states:
So sometimes I smell it sometimes I don't while it's not poured yet. If the
aroma really kind of saturates the room the second that you open it
sometimes you're you're kind of drawn to it to smell it, but it's not really
any indicator. It's just kind of a curiosity factor. Usually I smell it after I've
poured it. So we have a couple of freshly rinsed out glasses and you try to
pour it without agitating the beer too much. So you don't get too much
foam. And then I like to smell it at this point.
For Tom, he likes to use the glassware most appropriate for what he is drinking
given that there are specific types of glasses that claim to better present the intended
flavor profile of a specific type of beer. However, not having that accessible or simply
drinking out of another, less appropriate glass will not ruin the experience, nor will
others drinking out of them elicit judgement from him. This is conveyed when he says:
There are definitely some people who have strong preferences on on what
glass facilitates your enjoyment of the beer. For me, I generally put a sour
beer into a stemmed glass that is tall and similar to a white wine glass and
I'll put stouts into something that is more akin to a goblet but for me the
best way to enjoy a beer is the way that you find to be most pleasurable.
So, you know, if a pint glass is what suits you, that's fine with me. Some
people like a fluted glass, because it can help cause that aroma to to come
more easily to the nose, as you're sipping. I find that I can enjoy it just the
same with both out. [So the so the vessel itself, in your opinion doesn't
affect the experience that you have with the beer?] Yes, and no, it's not
going to prevent me from having an enjoyable experience. But I enjoy
having a variety of vessels. And I do enjoy putting the right beer in the
right glass for me.
Tom knows which glass is right for him, because places where beer can be
consumed (i.e. breweries and craft beer bars) have aided his understanding in the
appropriateness of a glass given the style of the beer to be consumed, he states “in
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general it is – they are things that I have been taught; things that I've seen and
expectations that have been set both by the brewers and by even beer bars who are well
informed.”
He also acknowledges that the glassware itself may convey meaning, since he
collects specialty glassware that is either included in events like beer festivals, or
possibly sold as an optional purchase at a beer release. This may have him recall the
circumstances surrounding the acquisition of this beer glass itself while pouring in a
new, unrelated beer. He says:
For me the glassware is less about what you put in it as it is a memory of
what you had and and and what it was. So I collect or did collect – they –
once you get to a certain number of pieces of glass, it just becomes
ridiculous. But I collected glass that was indicative of a product that I
enjoyed that is no longer available. So you consume the beer and you
throw the bottle away. But if you buy a glass that represents that product,
you can remember that experience more clearly in my opinion. So the the
glassware that I purchased and that I have brings me enjoyment in that it
it is a it's tied to a memory of an experience for me. So every single piece of
glassware that I have out and available is tied to an experience. And so for
me the enjoyment for that goes back more to the memory than it does to
experiencing the beer. As a consumer, I do acknowledge that the
businesses have said enjoy this beer in this glass, but it doesn't necessarily
drive me to make a purchase. It's but it does sit in the back of my head. Of
course that knowledge is there. And I take it as fact and whether or not it is
is is another, you know, point entirely, but I definitely think about it. So we
have in front of us two fluted glasses. And one of them came from a
[Midwestern] sour festival that had many notable beers there. This was
actually acquired for me by [a personal contact] and he sent me a picture
of the glass and the artwork on it was excellent, but his stories from that
day were what really sealed the deal and made me want the glass because
[a personal contact] and I are very close. So we we often share stories. So
this particular story was good enough that you know, I felt like I was
experiencing it with him so I, you know, asked for a glass. The other glass
that we have is another similar fluted glass, like a white wine glass and it is
from a collaboration done between a local brewery and a Chicago brewery
and it came from a collaboration that they did when they made a bet on
their hockey teams and they made a bet that each of the teams would win
the bet. And when they lost they had to in collaboration brew beers
together. And the loser would ship their beer to the others brewery and so
it doesn't matter who lost I mean Tampa lost but both breweries shipped
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beer to each other and they brewed a beer in collaboration. And this glass
this piece of glassware came when they had their release party for that
beer, and it was a gift so there was no – you purchase the beer and you got
the glass.
Tom notes that the style of beer may require a waiting period for it to warm up to
ensure the flavors come across since they are less pronounced when the beverage is
colder. He also makes a physical effort to get the full effect of the beer without appearing
to be pretentious:
So if it's in this particular instance, it's a sour so we can go ahead and drink
it if it had been a stout generally you I like to wait until it warms but this
being a sour we can just go ahead and take a taste. So I smell before I taste
but – go ahead and take a taste of it. And I I rolled around trying not to
look too pretentious. Like you know the the wine taster does when they
when they do the gargle move but you do want to experience it on all parts
of your tongue because you you experience flavors differently in different
areas. So you do kind of want to make sure you get it everywhere.
Finally, Tom makes an effort to evaluate the beer he is consuming. Like Emily,
there are flavors Tom knows he does not enjoy drinking. However, in this instance these
are not flavors associated with flaws in the beer, but rather personal preferences. Tom
says:
So when I'm assessing a beer 90% of the time it is for pure enjoyment: Do
I enjoy what I'm what I'm tasting? I try not to bring too much dissection to
the table because I feel like you don't necessarily have to do that to enjoy
it. You know I'm getting you know, kind of getting a bright citrus on this
and definitely a tart flavor with that dry hop finish. But you know that to
me doesn't mean anything. If I enjoy the beer, then that's more important
than then you know everything else. Really I'm looking for things – not
looking for, but I'm hoping to avoid things that I don't like. Such as what I
don't like a lingering bitterness. I feel as if it kind of colors my palette, kind
of deadens the palette. I don't like an extreme tartness – think warheads –
that really cause you to pucker up I don't really care for that and I also
don't like strong vinegar flavor which sometimes happens in sours and I
don't like and extremely bitter British style stout where you get that that
lingering cacao bitterness but other than that I'm pretty open.
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Tom states that he used to document his experiences but stopped due to it
becoming more of a chore than an enjoyable task:
Some people really enjoy documenting their experiences. Again, most of
the time I'm in it for enjoyment and unless something truly unless it’s one
I’ve gone way out of my way to try something or acquire something or
unless it really blows me away. For me it's all enjoyment. So I at one point
used to document most of what I experienced but it became like my father
would say when something goes from being enjoyment to something else
he will say something like you know this seems a lot like work and pardon
me and and so for me it it became a piece of the process that didn't have
any joy tied to it. And for me the experience is really paramount, you
know, do you enjoy what you're experiencing what's in front of you right
now? Just the same way as if I have a good meal, I'm not going to go, you
know, I'm not necessarily going to take pictures of it and post it online.
Tom’s caveat is that he will make it a point to document a beer in some fashion if
it is one that was difficult to acquire. This can happen not only because a particular beer
is worthy of such documentation efforts, but also because a beer unexpectedly tasted
particularly good. He says:
There, there are certain beers on the market, which the the beer nerds, or
or craft beer fans kind of affectionately refer to as “whales.” They are like,
all Moby Dick's white whale. They are items that are either particularly
rare, and particularly delicious or both. And they take an inordinate
amount of value to acquire unless you are at the source of time of release.
And, you know, you're talking sometimes as few as 100, 100 bottles, and
values in excess of $500 per bottle. So, in those instances, when you have,
you know, used your valuable resources, which of course, your own time,
and money is a valuable, valuable resource to you, you would be more
inclined, but, I'm sorry, I would be more inclined to record that
experience. It's not at all to cheapen another experience for me. I had a
friend send me a bottle of beer…and this beer was to their members only,
but it was available for a while and was not special. And I opened it with a
friend one night with no expectations. And it, it absolutely blew me away.
It was phenomenal. And you know, that sort of unexpected experiences
just as good if not better than chasing after something that you feel the
need to document and I would also feel the need to document you know,
one that surprised me as well.
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Tom documents this experience on an app designed for that purpose and also
engineered in a way that encourages social interaction with other beer drinkers on the
app:
I would document that on a website, actually an app called Untappd. And
it is a, it is essentially Facebook for beer, you can upload a picture of your
beer, assign it a star rating from zero to five, with increments of point to
five. You can also write a short review of that beer. You can also like other
people's check ins, by clicking on a picture of a beer, which is you are
you're saying ‘Cheers’ to that other person, but it is equivalent to a like on
Facebook.
Tom thinks the documentation can serve as a way to complete the experience and
let others know you’ve tried a specific beer. However, he wants to avoid becoming a
“ticker” – or someone whose primary objective is to try as many different beers as
possible, or in the case of Untappd, as many unique check-ins as possible – because he
feels that pursuit detracts from what he actually wants, which is to be present and enjoy
the current experience. He says:
There is there's definitely a completionist feel to it. A lot of people like to
be able to try many different items on the market. Again, we're going into
colloquial beer terminology, beer people terminology. So these people are
called tickers. And they want to try everything they want to tick the boxes
per se on every different item that they're interested in. And Untappd
incentivizes you to do this by providing small pop up rewards. Much like
the trophy system in games, where upon when you reach a threshold, it
will tell you you've unlocked a specific trophy. So whether that be that
you've tried 10 different stouts or that you've had five beers that are above
8% in alcohol by volume. They're there lots of different badges and it, I feel
like it, it definitely drives some people to come back and continue that
checking in behavior.
[Would you categorize yourself as one of those people?]
Um, maybe in the beginning, but I don't derive any pleasure from that. I
prefer to be more in the moment. And when you start checking in a lot of
beers, and you start spending time writing reviews on these items, you
kind of focus more on that aspect of it, then you do actually enjoying
what's in front of you, and perhaps the company that you're with? So, for
me, no, but a lot of people, yes.
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[But so, when you personally document it, do you feel like you get
anything out of it, that that documentation?]
There is, I'm not gonna, I'm not gonna lie, there's absolutely an element of
prestige involved. You know, when when you do take the time to acquire
an item, in order to build your reputation in the local community, the
people that you interact with on a regular basis, you know, showing that
you have had experience with those bigger items lends more credence to
their acceptance of your palate, if you provide an in depth review, they can
read that review. And if they've had the same item as you they can, they
can decide if they can validate your opinions on matters, and then it
furthers the discussion that you and another person inside that beer
community can have a level of trust that can be extended. And I know that
really sounds like an extension of the app. And that's because it's it's not
only in the application, but it is definitely a piece of that because it's a
great at-a-glance tool for you and another person to use to evaluate that
person's experience in the beer world. So it's kind of prestige, it's also kind
of for memory. So again, if I have something that really blows me away,
you know, in this community, we get to try a lot of different things. And
you'd be lying to yourself, if you told anyone that you'd be able to
remember absolutely everything. And that that goes for day to day
interactions as well. So really, occasionally jotting down what you really,
really liked and don't want to forget can be valuable for being able to
revisit it in the future.
Tom, as a collector, tries to strike a balance between demonstrating (via
documentation that can be seen by others) that he has tried specific beers, especially
difficult to come by beers, and actually staying present in the moment to “experience”
the beer. He also prefers style specific glassware, especially if it comes with a backstory,
but won’t let that detract from his experience if not readily available.
Tom’s mentions of wine reference consuming beer in such a physical manner as
to better experience the full sensory engagement with a beer, and something akin to
celebrating a “nice bottle” with appropriate “pomp and circumstance” considerations.
Interestingly, another individual who self identifies as a “collector,” Frank (a
pseudonym) also references, but in a more forceful way of explaining why craft beer
should be regarded as just as complex as wine and therefore worthy of similar
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appreciation, especially when it comes to special offerings that really showcase a
particular style or ingredient. He says:
I have a big chip on my shoulder about how much credit wine gets.
Because to me this, especially saisons. But beer in general, I think is is just
as complex. And just as important, and just as cultural as wine is, and for
some reason, wine seems to get all that credit. So I like to describe
especially beers like this, or especially, you know, kind of dry wild beers as
I mean, they're very similar to wine. Especially then you got these
naturally fermented wines. Have you had some of these like [specialty beer
and wine store nearby] carries some but there's these wines that are that
are fermented with the with they're open fermented. And they taste
awesome, because they have that micro flora like what you're used to in a
sour beer, but all the sweetness of the grapes. It's pretty incredible. But
But yeah, that's the thing is I if I was trying to explain this or beer in
general, I mean, or craft beer in general, it's, it's really all about that it's a
truly it's a complex beverage and something that is that is interesting.
Outside of, you know, it's not it's not the Miller Lite. (Frank)
Frank is also frustrated that people seem to be annoyed with those that might
hold beer in a higher respect than how it has been viewed traditionally (i.e. a “working
class drink”), a sentiment held by none other than a celebrity known for his gustatory
zeal. He states:
Well, it’s odd. I mean, think about Anthony Bourdain, who's a pretty hip
dude. And he's like, ‘All these fucking beer nerds.’ He doesn't talk about
these fucking wine nerds. Right. Wow. It's the same fucking thing. Like, so
to me. Like, that's where it's like, yeah, that that person that has a wine
cellar is not going to drink Barefoot. Just like that beer cellar is not going
to drink Budweiser. Right? You know, it's the same concept is just like beer
gets such a - such a bad connotation because it's always been kind of the
working class drink. You know, it's been the person that – what, what
working class people drink, but we spent $30 on a bottle of beer and be
like, what the fuck? But you got to [local grocery store] and there are $60
bottles of wine just sitting on the shelf? Why is it any different?... but it's
been it's been a working class beverage. It's been given, you know, given to
the frickin workers of the pyramids as payment. You know, like, that's not
– the pharaohs weren't, weren't you know, coveting beer. [Just] something
to drink every day. Right? It's, it's been such a, such an everyday type of
beverage that it just doesn't have that same same thought process.
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Frank also attributes this false distinction between beer and wine to a lack of
readily identifiable food and beer pairings, such as red wine and steak. He does not
think beer will surpass wine “in our lifetime” but does foresee it being equal for at least
some individuals. He says:
I think it will eventually get to a point that it will be – in some circles, it
will be equal to wine. You think about [local farm-to-table restaurant],
they have, they have a pretty good beer selection. They got a good wine
selection too. But it's something where it's kind of, you know, it's kind of
equal at that restaurant. Like I don't I don't think that there's necessarily
that much more attention on the wine is there as beer, you know, but then
you go to a steak house in Chicago, beer is an afterthought. I think it comes
down to beer and food. And helping people understand that beer, there's
beer that goes with food just as well if not better than the red wine.
Because, because that's what it's always been right? It's like steak house
red wine steak. Well, you can do the same thing with beer. (Frank)
Like wine, some beers are able to be stored (in the proper conditions) for
extended periods of time and still be considered drinkable, if not better due to the
“ageing” process. Frank maintains a “cellar” for his beer, but says most people do not
understand why (i.e. that it is a form of collecting). He notes:
But the whole beer cellar thing? Yeah. It's collecting. It is is the same thing
as collecting baseball cards or collecting records or shit having a wine
cellar. You know, it's the same thing. But when I tell people that I have a
beer cellar, they're like you have a what?... Well cellar in quotes, right,
because obviously I don't have a cellar in Florida. But you know, [local
steakhouse] has the biggest wine cellar in the US or whatever in Florida.
But yeah, that's not odd? But it's odd that I have a chest freezer has eight
cases of beer in it?
Frank notes that he collects beers but not to necessarily show off and impress
other people like some people might with certain items in their cellar. He states:
So I think there's a there's a large group of people that are involved in in
craft beer in one way or another. And I think they all make up that kind of
scene. There's also some groups of people you know, the industry people
versus this that the outright snobs that are only looking for crazy rare
beers. So yeah, I mean, I don't know I there's a scene of people that are
going to wait in line for beers that are going to share beers and they're
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going to dick swing about the great beers that they have in their cellar. And
it's just like, it's just like any other subculture. It's, it's, you know, you got
the record nerds that are going to talk about their mint condition, mono
Pet Sounds that they have. It's the same thing.
He provides additional information to acknowledge that there are individuals
who might go to a beer release (where beers coveted by “collectors” are available for
purchase), that are not just looking to purchase and then flaunt difficult-to-acquire
beers, that may have been the one purchased there, or possibly traded for with the beer
being released. He claims others in the industry may also purchase some of the beer to
show support for someone who is in essence their “competitor.” Frank says:
But with beer, yeah. So you've got the industry people that that just want
to support other people that are doing what they're doing. You've got the
the people that are only concerned with getting the most rare beer and
flaunting it. You've got the people that I don't know. I think those are two
like, very, very defined groups. And then other than that, I think there's
just a lot of people in between that wait in line for beers that enjoy the
beers and enjoy the camaraderie that goes with everyone in the air and in
what they're doing enjoying the same thing. Like that's kind of a safe space
when you know that, hey, all these people really like craft beer like all
these people really like records or all these people really like Legos or
whatever it is. So I don't know that I can define it any further than that.
Frank is alluding to the “event” like atmosphere at certain bottle releases. This is
a byproduct of individuals forming a long single file line around a brewery in
anticipation of a beer being released for sale for the first time. This draws individuals
that want to ensure they can purchase the beer, sometimes even opting to buy their full
“allotment” (or in rare instances even inquiring if they may purchase any available
spaces from others’ allotments or even posting ads on Craigslist offering payment to
stand in line and purchase a full allotment on behalf of someone else). Allotments may
be announced in advance of a release, ranging anywhere from 1 per person to no
restrictions. Some breweries opt to wait until seeing how many people have joined the
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line and make a determination just prior to beginning sales. This is often done to ensure
that at least everyone in line has a chance to purchase the beer, so some quick math is
done on the spot to determine how many bottles each individual could buy should they
all opt to buy the maximum amount. Occasionally, there might not be enough available
for everyone in line even if the limit is only 1 per person, so some individuals get “shut
out” from purchasing the beer.
Having a surplus of a bottle that happens to be in demand, or an “it” beer, can net
significant returns on either a secondary market, or via trading for other beers (or even
rare whiskey or bourbon, and occasionally very specific items that are not alcoholic
beverages). Individuals can strategize about whether they want to try and acquire
multiple beers that may not be valued as highly as the beer they are offering, or
conversely can offer up several beers for one more coveted beer, or possibly even for an
equal number of beers in a larger trade. Frank describes this when he says:
So and now you're getting into this beer trading, which is, man that's – or
beer selling, or the secondary market, or whatever the case may be, right.
So what it's worth to any layperson is, you know, the experience of
drinking it. So, but to me, I'm like, Well, shit, if somebody really, really
wants this beer, and they want to give me something else for it, that's
going to prolong my enjoyment of beer. Then I can take it, dude. So, I
mean, [coveted local beer] that's a perfect example. You know, I was able
to get three bottles of [coveted local beer]. And would I'd like to try it,
yeah, sure. I mean, you know, it's a double barrel aged, stout, but when
somebody wants to give me five [difficult to acquire international brewery
beers] for it, and I know that I enjoy [those] more than just about any
other beer. Okay, you can have it. And then somebody else offers me, you
know, eight, [relatively difficult to acquire out-of-state brewery beers] for
it. And I know that I enjoyed [that company] brewing and I would like to
try other beers from them. Okay, you can have it, you know, so like, that's
the thing is to me, it's, I want to get as many experiences as possible out of
what I'm what I'm drinking. And so if it's that I'm trading one experience
for eight experiences that's worth a lot more to me. Now, there's other
people that want that one beer and that will trade their frickin cellar for it.
That's another type of person and maybe that's a that's a dick swing thing
where they want to show off that they have this beer, and maybe it's just
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something that they just absolutely have to have because it’s the thing that
everybody wants?
For Frank, he is willing to try and acquire beers that others, especially those in
different locales that are willing to trade beer with him, covet. However, he has his limits
as to what he is willing to do to attend beer releases or purchase those beers. He also
takes into account his ability to try the beer that was also released simultaneously on tap
(or shortly after bottles were sold) as a way to still get that particular experience while
allowing the bottle(s) he purchased to net other experiences (i.e. different bottles of
beer, likely from somewhere else). He says:
There aren't many beers that I like, will go out of my way to, to get. Shit, I
won't drive over to fucking [brewery on the opposite side of the Bay]. You
know, like, I'm going to do everything and I'm going to utilize the
resources that I have to get beers. And that's the coolest thing about
trading, you know, is like, I know that I can go over to [brewery nearby], I
can get some stouts. And I can I can trade them for things that I'm truly
looking for. Because I don't need to get bottles of [brewery nearby], I can
just go over there and drink them. I don't know, I'm not one to like go
search out for, to me again, it's about experiencing. It's all about ticking.
It's experiencing as many beers as as, as possible, you know, I was
experiencing all the beers that are out there. I don't have to have one.
Frank, like Tom, also references “ticking” beers, or in his case “experiences.”
While ticking can certainly be associated with literally documenting (e.g. through
Untappd or a journal), Frank uses it to simply reference a new beer experience in
general and seems to measure success by ticking more beers in the styles he likes from
breweries known for them than ticking fewer beers that are extremely difficult to come
by. This is also partly because he may have to give up numerous bottles (i.e.
“experiences”) in order to get an “it” beer, and he might not even enjoy that one
experience. He says, “Because what happens, I mean, that's probably the biggest
disappointment ever. What happens if you trade three [local] beers that you know that
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you're going to like or whatever, for an [out-of-state “it” beer], it's a 500 milliliter bottle,
the stout, and you get it and you hate it?”
Frank claims that it is this underlying valuation of beer experiences that guides
his actions when it comes to purchasing and trading coveted beers. He is not sure how
seemingly random beers from otherwise unknown breweries suddenly become popular,
but he is unwilling to part with the resources required to trade for one given it is such an
unknown.
While plenty of breweries make their beer available for sale at their taproom, not
all would be able to create a bottle release like “event” feel as Frank alluded to. If the
beer was not coveted enough, or was widely available in retail spaces through
distribution, then individuals are not willing to wait in a line to purchase it at the
brewery immediately upon release. Some breweries simply never drew this type of
crowd despite publicly announcing the release of beers for sale for the first time at a
specific time on a specific date (often on social media) well in advance, while others
consistently drew lines for many of their specialty beers. Barrel aged stouts being among
some of the most coveted beers available locally during the time of my fieldwork. This is
odd given the fact that stout consumption is generally associated with colder
temperatures and winter specifically (sometimes referred to as “stout season”),
something Florida is not known for. However, Tampa Bay had several breweries that
were producing what were widely regarded as some of the best barrel aged stouts made
anywhere. Some of these breweries were also considered to be pushing the boundaries
of what flavors could be added to stouts, and being earlier contributors to the substyle
that became known by many as “pastry stouts” (or stouts that are sweet and often have
flavor profiles associated with “pastries” or other desserts).
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This phenomenon of driving “hype” and producing beers that were coveted by
wider audiences with the means and desire to acquire them through trading, often
resulted in a beer selling out on the very same day it is released, and ticketed events
doing the same, often with them being available online. “Bottle Club” memberships also
offered a chance to pay a flat rate to get guaranteed beers, usually a predefined number,
that come from a brewery known to produce coveted beers (although other breweries
without coveted beers may also offer a bottle club membership). Memberships may
include additional benefits like discounts or access to other events.
All of these mechanisms to sell large quantities of beer in relatively short order
(although the production might be months or even years in the making) were boons for
the breweries that managed to do this successfully on a consistent basis. These funds
often fueled growth in the production space, but often times on more modest scales (as
compared to breweries with wide distribution footprint aspirations), so as to simply
produce these specialty items in greater quantities or more regularly. This is discussed
in additional detail in the following chapter.
Prior to these individual breweries producing specialty beers, there were few
breweries producing beer at all. However, Frank discusses what he thinks was helpful
for the local “scene” to grow, and that was that one of the earlier breweries in operation
that gained traction openly supported helping “competitors” by fostering a community
of expansion at the craft beer “brand” level by supporting or directly contributing
experienced individuals (that were seen as essentially being trained to then leverage
those skills at a new brewery opening elsewhere in the local area):
You have to have an advocate, you have to have somebody that sees and
[local brewery founder] is really brilliant in this because he's he basically
says, and I haven't talked to him, I don't know that he says this outwardly.
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But basically, I mean, I understand that from a business perspective, that
You can, you can have 100% market share of whatever it is. But if that
100% market share is $10, the market is $10, but you have $10. If you have
a 25% market share of $10 million, that's obviously a shit ton more. So
basically, he understood that if I grow the community, if I grow the
number of breweries and I create a destination, then I'm going to benefit
because I'm already the market leader, I'm or I'm already the, the person
or the brewery out there that already has the most clout, and that already
has the most, the most buzz and everything else. So from from a business
perspective, he - fostering all these other breweries and fostering This
community has obviously been extremely good for him. So to me, that's,
you know, he's he's shared the wealth he's he's helped distribute the craft
beer wealth and create craft beer wealth that didn't exist before. (Frank)
Compare the experiences of Tim, Tom, or Frank with those of Brad. Brad is
someone who enjoys making things himself. In college, Brad started intentional efforts
to do things on his own.
It was like my junior year in – actually no, maybe it was my senior year in
college. So maybe it was [early 2000s]. Yeah, yeah, was my senior year in
college, I've come back from studying abroad, and had some, you know,
while I was at the end of my semester, in the [foreign country], I was, had
this period of reflection, where I was really excited about taking control of
my life, and doing things for myself and developing, you know, skills like
gardening and other kinds of things that that would give me some
autonomy, and just, you know, for interest in that kind of thing. And so I
had this idea, I want to make beer. And that was partially inspired by my
parents who made one when I was growing up. So they made one at home,
it wasn't anything fancy, you know, as such sort of casual hobby. And so I
was interested in the fact that I could do that. So for as a present for my
21st birthday, I asked for them, or from them, I asked for a set of
equipment to make my own beer. (Brad)
This resulted in efforts to really hone in on skills that allowed him to make food
and drink (i.e. brew) that he really enjoyed and understood at detailed levels. He says:
I think that there are a lot. I think it certainly improved my cooking. Yeah,
so in terms of skills, cooking, cooking, in what regard, in the sense that,
you know, well, I mean, I was developing my, my understanding of how to
cook and food at pretty much parallel to my development of learning how
to make beer. And so I actually see them as very, they're pretty, they're the
same thing, just at different timescales. So where, you know, it's making a
series of choices that produce an end product, but it's a sort of stages of, of
taking an ingredient, transforming it with heat or some other kind of, you
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know, allowing some kind of biological or physical process to happen, that
changes that that property which you then mix with something else, which
changes its property ultimately, to create a complex finished product. And
so in the case of maybe say, making pasta sauce or something like that, it's
a matter of hours from start to finish. And you can see the, the
consequences of those decisions more directly, whereas with brewing, it
may take a month, two months, or in the case of this beer, like two years to
understand that you know, how the decisions that you made during the
production phase, affected final product. So it certainly got me more like a
deeper understanding of process of how processes made also the biological
processes of, of, of the that, you know, we draw on to make beer like the
biological processes of malting, while sprouting the grain and production
of enzymes. And so it deepened my understanding of chemistry as well,
which was something that I wasn't very good at in high school. But then
once I had a practical application for it, and a bit, you know, spurred some
deeper interest in trying to figure out what is what are the biological and
biophysical processes that go into enabling making this thing also
deepened my understanding of ecology, especially with when I once I got
into mixed fermentation beers, beers to understand the different
interactions between microbes that then produce different kinds of
chemical compounds? I would say it has, I mean, I think in terms more
than anything, it's just, it's been a springboard for a variety of different
types of knowledge that you can gain. So not only some cultural context,
and stylistic definitions and region, cultural practices, from region to
region, German beer, Belgian beer, that kind of thing. Fermentation more
broadly in society and culture, but then also ecology, and chemistry, and,
and biology and many other kinds of fields. So, so it's been an intellectual
journey, I think, for me, beer is good to think, in that in that way, it's a
rich, kind of topic. Also, it makes me feel good when you drink it, which
doesn't hurt the physical properties of it, it's, I would say, in terms of skills.
I've certainly make better beer now than I used to, especially when I was
first starting out. Partially because, you know, lack of the information was
rather limited in terms of and of what you could access in terms of what
what practical information for a home brewer was rather limited in the
early 2000s and before. Also, the quality of ingredients that you could get
has expanded dramatically. Also being able to access things like homebrew
talk, online forums, where people are talking about those specific
techniques and things like that has also made my beer better. And my
process helped me refine my process. Also, once everything got so much
better when I started to become more rigorous about my note taking, and
organization, I use software to help me with that. So that's certainly been a
big part of my development.
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Brad describes what the software can do in terms of assisting in the planning and
documentation of homebrewing, and how it made him more a more rigorous
homebrewer. He says:
[I] use a couple things in terms of recipe formulation, which is also I guess,
another skill that I really enjoy recipe formulation, I use software which
basically does a lot of the calculations for you in terms of like, if you add
this much grain, what you know, how much fermentable sugars that can
create, you know, it gives you style guidelines as well. So it's like, you
know, they'll tell you how, what color your beer is going to be, you know, it
helps you predict better, not perfect, but but it helps you predict more
clearly what you're going to get on in terms of bitterness from hops when
you add them. How much malt you're adding grain, how much grain
you're adding, and how much that's going to translate into the amount of
finished alcohol, stuff like that. I also use Word for keeping my brew log,
which is now something like 70 pages or 80 pages or something like that.
So and I, I started keeping that and becoming a little bit more regimented,
I would say, about seven or eight years ago.
Brad, like other hobbyists profiled, is not as concerned with production sizes as
much as he is the “philosophy” or “ideology” of a brewery, especially as it pertains to
making “high quality products” and pursing a “spirit of exploration.” He says:
Let's see. So it seems to me that craft beer means a lot of things to a lot of
different people. And so to a certain extent, I think it depends on who you
ask, if you ask, or by, by the broad product industry definition, it seems to
be anything that's not macro, like anything that that isn't at such a high,
high level of production or high scale, right, it comes down to scale. But
from a consumer perspective, I mean, I think scale is also still an
important factor, but I often I think, craft brewing really comes down to
philosophy and, and, and general, you know, ideology to a certain extent.
So when I'm thinking of what I would define as craft beer, you know, even
that's a sub, in my opinion, that's a subset of smaller scale brewers that
you know, because there there are many breweries out there that are
smaller than Bud, Miller, Coors kind of production scale, but their
ideology and approach seems to be one of, you know, pleasing the least
common denominator and not doing really anything kind of interesting.
And is more in it for the growth and capital or accumulation of capital
than one that is sort of driven by a passion for crafting and creating an
artisanal product. And, And, yeah, so So to me, it kind of comes down to
ideology, as well and motivation for production. I mean, of course, we live
in a capitalist society and all these businesses are capitalist in nature, in
that they're seeking to make money and to, you know, make profit to a
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certain extent and are characterized by the mandate to grow. But at the
same time, I really think that for me, craft beer is something that is even a
smaller subset of the the what might be considered microbreweries.
I think so. I mean, I think from from a consumers’ perspective where I'm
trying to think what who do I want to support? What businesses do I want
to support? Which breweries do I find appealing? To me, it's more the
spirit of exploration, the spirit of making a high quality product. And, and
rather than, you know, something I can find at [local grocery store] or
something like that, not to say that you can't find what I would consider
craft beer. And I guess, I would say that my own definition of craft beer is
perhaps different than most people who are involved in the industry. And
it's more of what I would like it to be rather than what probably what other
people know the broader industry and maybe considers it.
Brad acknowledges that his definition of craft beer he has is likely idealistic, but
that it is shared with others as evidenced by the response to a popular out-of-state craft
brewery being purchased by AB InBev (the parent company of Anheuser Busch – see the
structured methods chapter for additional details pertaining to this acquisition). He
says:
[So you feel like maybe you have an idealistic view of what craft beer is?]
“Oh, definitely. And I think a lot of people do, and if you look at the, the
response to how, you know, Wicked Weed being bought out by AB Inbev
within the last week, right, the hue and cry, no, not Wicked Weed, you
know, in that way, I think reflects that, you know, there are, well, you see a
variety of different responses to that, which I think is kind of interesting.
On the one hand, you get the, you know, free market, kind of capitalist
subset ideology that saying, you know, they should do whatever they can to
maximize their profit, and that's their business, and they should be able to
do whatever the hell they want. That's a viewpoint out there. And that's
probably ultimately where Wicked Weed was coming from. On the other
hand, you have all these other people that say, No, they had a spirit of
independence, they had, you know, a dedication to creating a, you know, a
highly sought after small scale product that is not going to be upscaled,
and somehow something about it, its essence is going to be lost in now that
it's, you know, court - owned by the largest brewery, complex, you know,
transnational corporation in the world. So, you know, and then of course,
there's also arguments coming in from from this idea that AB InBev
they're like, practices are anti craft in terms of their their desire to push
legislation that is that inhibits the development of small scale, local craft
production in that kind of way. So I think locality is also another thing that
that connection to place is another hallmark of what I will consider when
hope to consider craft beer, even though not all the ingredients are
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produced specifically locally, but something about human connection to
the, to the product, which I think in also is another thing that appeals to
me about craft beer is that you know, it is, in some ways it, it de-fetishizes
the commodity, you know, it's a, it's a, it, you can actually see the direct
relationship between the producers and the consumers what's visible,
whereas, you know, in macro beer, that's completely erased, you can't see
any of those relationships you don't know where you buy a Budweiser, you
don't know if it was produced in California, or if it was produced in
Florida, or if it was produced in New York, and you don't know where
those grains came from, etc, etc. So, think one of the appeals of craft
brewing and craft beer is that it is artisanal. It harkens back to an earlier
era wherein, you know, you can actually see the direct connection between
who's making your product and perhaps even where those ingredients are
coming from, and not always. And that kind of thing so that there's a more
it's more of a social product, which I think is also another one reason why
so many people are up in arms about the acquisition of smaller breweries
by these large multinational corporations.
When encountering a new beer for the first time, Brad looks for specific things,
which also align with what he values as an educated drinker. He says:
Okay, so the first thing that I'm looking for is the name of the brewery.
Okay? And what style it is. So I'm seeing [out-of-state] brewery and I'm
looking at the location of where it comes from regionally. Okay. So I see
this one is Flanders red style. And there's some information here on the
alcohol percentage. I see that there's some handwritten stuff on it bottle
number 74128. Which seems to suggest to me that it is a rather small
batch, or at least relatively small. There's somebody had written that by
hand. So that seems to suggest the connection with the real person. I look
at the name of it. [It] doesn't make any sense to me. But most many, many,
many names don't. I look, first of all, I also look at the, I mean, notice that
it's in a thick bottle small with a cork in a cage, which also suggests to me
that that's more on the high end. Because it costs more to cork and cage
beer. And I you know, I see the style is Flanders red style ale. So I'm
expecting mixed fermentation. Beer that that has a certain amount of
acidity, also, perhaps a little bit of residual sweetness. So then what I
would do is untwist the cage.
Brad looks for certain things when reviewing the label, especially things related to
the brewery listed on the label. He notes that it might indicate it is a “hype” beer and
that might increase his excitement to try it. He says:
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At first, I'm looking to see if I've heard of it before, if it is heard at the
brewery or the beer? Both probably but I mean, if it's a beer that I've never
seen before, then I'll look first at the brewery where it's from, it's like, Oh,
that's interesting. I haven't ever and then see, have I heard of anything that
that brewery has done? You know, with among fellow beer nerds and on
discussion forums and things like that, or in articles that people are talking
about, and if it's if you know if it is about a from a brewery that I haven't
had before, that is well respected by other people that might be excited
about that. Okay. Where it's like, oh, I've wanted to, uh, you know, I've
heard a lot about [name] brewing and Colorado or blended brewing,
blending. And yet their beers are rather hard to find, but they're also well
venerated by the beer community and things like that. So I'm excited if I
see somebody has one of those beers, oh, I want to try that because it's got
a certain amount of hype to it. And it's also perhaps a little bit rare. That
way, so I'll be excited about about trying that, because I know what other
people are saying about it, rather than perhaps. So then. So I will open it.
And this says we are [name], are you? If so, you might enjoy this tribute to
one of our favorite beer styles. So it doesn't make any sense to me, but
that's fine.
[What are you hoping to gain from learning where it comes from?]
Especially if it's brewery, it I don't, I've never heard of, I want I'm, you
know, always looking to expand my knowledge of both local beer, local
local breweries, but then, at least in the general area, but then also know,
there are some areas of I mean, there, there's some areas of the country
where that are more highly prized, I would say, or at least not better
known for their beer. So, you know, I'm trying to fit it into my geographic
understanding of beer more broadly, not to say, good beer can come from
any state, in any region than any town. But that's not what I'm saying. But,
you know, it's like, oh, this is this is in from Tacoma, Washington. Well, I,
you know, like I can almost fit it into your map, your geographic map of
where things are? And where it comes from, like to see maybe, does it
make sense regionally? Like, you know, there are some, some regions of
the country that are known for certain kinds of beers like northeast IPAs,
and West Coast IPAs. Different kinds of regional styles. So does it fit in
with that, does it not? You know, it's almost like creating a mental map.
Like Tom, Brad primarily owns glasses that align with the “right” type to drink
certain styles out of, and this makes it easy to reach for essentially any glass at his
disposal as it is likely to be “appropriate.” He touches on this when describing how he
consumes a beer. He says:
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Sometimes – most of my glasses are sour beer friendly, meaning they're
they're you know, goblet style. Things that are meant for sour or or other
kinds of, you know, aroma driven beers that will concentrate the aroma. If
it's an IPA, well, if I'm going to be sharing it, I would probably choose a,
you know, one of these smaller glasses than a big pint glass or something
like that. Pint glass I would hardly ever use but I have a couple that are for
mostly for like pale ales and things like that ale ale glasses that are taller.
But most of the time and I mean, most of the time, I don't I don't spend a
lot of time thinking about glassware. Okay. Mostly because the, you know,
the glasses that I have are the ones that are suited to the beers that I tend
to drink the most often. So it's not really a choice, because most of the
beers glasses I have are for this kind of beer. Okay. Usually out and so I
look at it, and see what and smell it and see.
[And so what do you try to accomplish when you do that?]
Um, I think it's just a matter of experiencing all that a beer has to offer. So
I like that, you know, in some ways. aroma is, is as fulfilling and important
as perhaps the flavor. And so I'd like to spend time thinking about that and
appreciating it as part of savoring experience, rather than just bolting it
down and swirl it in my mouth. I don't know why exactly. But that seems
to be what you're supposed to do. But I think it does actually give you a
better full range of the flavors if you do that. Although, maybe, I don't
know, maybe that's not true. But that's what it seems that people do. And,
you know, I think about so sometimes I think, okay, what's the style that
they that's listed? Does the beer match the style, in what ways does it in
what ways doesn't it or at least my understanding of the style. So for this
beer, I would expect a little bit more aroma, then so it has like in the flavor
wise, it's nice. There's, it's like a prickly sensation. Um, so it's nicely
carbonated, it has a certain amount of acidity to it. It doesn't have a lot of
Brett character or like, but it has a certain nice acidity, it doesn't have a lot
of aroma. Maybe a little bit of, like oxidized. Now I'm like thinking of all
these new other words that I should probably add to the list, but has a little
a little bit of aged character on it. So this was also aged in oak. So I'm also
thinking about, okay, what what the oak can impart to the flavor a lot of
times, if I'm like, sitting with, with a friend and we're just drinking it, I
won't be doing a lot of that consciously, I've just - it's become so
habituated in that way that we just don't even think about it. But I'm you
know, we're smelling it, we're having a conversation about its oh that's
tart, or over, that reminds me of another beer that I had something kind of
to establish connections between prior experience. So I think it's a lot of
what what tasting is about is about kind of creating a mental log of all the
things that you smell and taste, and then being able to recognize those
characteristics in new things. So when people are like, Oh, that's leathery,
or something like that, like being able to remember Okay, a time when you
really smell that, that that smell distinctly with leather, and then being is
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that does it match up with that? Or is it it doesn't match up with another
kind of thing. So it's about creating like, almost like a database of
experiences that you then reference later on, to be able to take apart
something that's rather complex that has a lot of different layers, which
was the thing that I think is one of the hardest things about tasting beer in
general is that, you know, it has a lot of things going on. And so to be able
to disaggregate those different components can be a big challenge for a lot
of people. And so it takes a lot of practice I think, to be able to say Oh, it
it's you know, fruity on the front, but In the mid palate, it, you know, gets
definitely you know, it's rounder and sweeter. And then in the finish is dry,
you know, to be able to take it apart almost in time, but then also in terms
of the layers of is something that I think comes over time.
While both Tom and Brad give rather detailed explanations of how they approach
drinking a beer (especially if for the first time), they exhibit some differences. Tom takes
steps to ensure he gets the full experience of a beer (e.g. his discussion of letting the beer
come into contact with a large percentage of his mouth to better gauge the flavor profile)
but also does not let his analysis of what he is drinking get in the way of his overall
enjoyment, which is paramount and ultimately how he evaluates a beer (i.e. did he enjoy
it or not?). Brad, however, is a homebrewer, and a rather serious one at that. Having
developed the skills needed to homebrew at a level commiserate with his own
expectations, he quite literally tries to “experience” the beer in a way that leverages and
potentially even refines those skills. His extremely detailed discussion of how he
analyzes the beer he is drinking speaks to the extensive understanding he has of beer.
Compare Tom and Brad’s approaches to drinking beer with that of Tim. Tom and
Brad both prefer to pour beers into a glass, usually an “appropriate one,” as this
enhances certain aspects of the experience. Meanwhile, Tim does not usually pour any
beers into a glass and says, “I understand that the beer makers like you to pour it
because you oxygenate the beer and stuff. But personally, I think my palate’s not as
refined enough to really matter too much. But I appreciate that, that's what they want to
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try and do but at the same time, I don't give a shit.” Tim’s approach to consuming beer is
largely summarized as smelling it [in the packaging] and tasting it, while seeing if it
possibly reminds him of something identifiable.

One Scene and Many Actors
The individuals profiled above are all people you may encounter in the local craft
beer scene. They are a representation of a baseline consumer (i.e. Tim), and hobbyists
such as: a collector (e.g. Tom), and a do-it-yourselfer (i.e. homebrewer, like Brad).
However, these are individuals that serve as representative of someone that fully
pursued that form of craft beer hobby (or, in the instance of Tim, did not pursue). Plenty
of other actors within the scene exhibit similar behaviors or dispositions, but may do so
across more than one related hobby. For example, Frank who self-identifies as a
collector as discussed previously, also homebrews. Individuals like Kacie have not
pursued homebrewing or collecting, but put effort into being more knowledgeable about
craft beer to serve in a trusted advisor role. They practice taste distinction in the sense
that they exhibit an affinity for distinct items because of their good taste, and their
ability to describe literal differences in taste (i.e. flavor) to confer a superior status onto
something (i.e. craft beer in this instance). As previously noted, this is a skill that can
also be leveraged for other purposes by collectors. However, moving forward, someone
or some skill set referred to as taste distinction does not reference collectors, but
specifically references individuals pursuing trusted advisor status.
It should be noted these individuals pursue what interests them personally. Tim
does not pursue collecting, homebrewing, or even taste distinction because he is not
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interested in such things, or acknowledges that he does not have sufficient time to
pursue them in a manner that he would like to (i.e. not “half-assedly”). Tim is a baseline
consumer because he is interested in supporting local, small businesses and
experiencing at least some variation in a handful of beer styles he enjoys while he
travels.
At times, someone may move away from a specific hobby but continue to engage
in the scene. For example, Emily used to be a collector, but realized that it was an
expensive hobby. She says:
I think at the time, it was just kind of it had become a hobby. For me. It
was like anything else, I was just collecting all of the things. So and I have
way less desire to do that. Because at one point I had amassed not a lot by
a lot of people's standards, but it felt like a lot to me in my little house
where I was just like, this is too much. It just got to be too much too out of
control. So it's like I needed to I look back and then I started thinking
about how much money I was spending was like, this is kind of insane. I
could have like, probably paid off my car, you know, but that's just silly.
Others may pickup homebrewing, but only occasionally when invited to use
someone else’s equipment due to not having their own. There is free will to engage with
whatever hobby is of interest and feasible given your own personal situation. The result
of this division of hobbies is that they all produce specific skills to pursue them at higher
levels. These skills drive their pursuit of specific experiences, with a baseline consumer
looking for a social experience and hobbyists looking to experience beer. A social
experience being far more focused on the space (i.e. brewery) and what opportunities it
affords to interact with friends or others (e.g. games, trivia, etc.), with less of a focus on
the beer itself. A hobbyist meanwhile prefers to have an “experience” by consuming a
beer that they can appreciate, or at least evaluate in a specific manner given their
interests and skills related to craft beer.
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This schism in pursuits can result in some underlying resentment in sharing the
scene with others there for different reasons. Collectors may prevent others in the scene
from trying a limited release beer due to their pursuit of multiples (or full allotments)
reducing the count available to others trying to buy the beer. Sometimes these collectors
are seen as not even capable of taste distinction in a literal sense, which exacerbates
resentment.
Take this example from a couple, with backgrounds in homebrewing and taste
distinction, as they describe people they view as out of place in the scene. They say:
I think that like in a brewery I noticed like a difference with like people
wearing boat shoes and you know nice polos and shorts you know it looks
like they're from [wealthy neighborhood] you know in like [local brewery
in a different neighborhood] something like that. It's like “what brought
you up here?” Yeah, I was like What brought you here? like you know what
… So but I think it's interesting too that now I think brewing…has entered
into that two tier system like like [local established brewery] now is like
where people like a lot of people who have that money now.
We've noticed a lot of people at [local established brewery] like that. That's
where they go now, they’re not true beer lovers but they've got some
money to burn or whatever they buy [bottle club membership] things you
know, they're not interested in going to [small respected brewery] or doing
beer tourism and other cities or bottle trades, but they kind of want into
the beer culture and that's like an easy Yeah, it's a little bit of status with it.
You know, I think it's [ticketed event only beer] I got four bottles and I
think. that's what it is, I think now like like [local established brewery] is
selling status.
This is an example of seeing patronage of a brewery that is respected among
hobbyists because the beer is seen as good. However, they do not believe that some
patrons are able to actually pick up on that and just buy it because it’s known to be
something that people who drink craft beer really want. However, there can also be
resentment or possibly derision or at a minimum confusion for those that intentionally
go to “bad” breweries and do not realize that the beer is considered to be inferior to
other options that are abundant locally. This is what Emily refers to when she says:
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Well, this is gonna sound super snobby. I don't mean it that way at all. But
I think there's a lot of people that just don't I don't want to say they don't
know better, but maybe they just don't care. You know, there's a lot of
people that are perfectly happy drinking like Budweiser, which is like
nothing to me, It tastes like water with kind of a weird flavor to it you
know it doesn't taste good, but there's a lot of people that are really happy
to drink that so they can go to like a [local brewery] and get the [“gateway”
style beer] and think like wow this is really special it's really different
because it is for that so I think it's just about perception and how much
you've tried or interested in trying or expanding your you know, individual
tastes.
All of these individuals may occupy various pathways (i.e. physical spaces
dedicated to craft beer consumption) within the beer scene. They generally pursue
pathways that align with their interests. They may even have access to pathways not
open to the general public.
All consumers are able to conceive of the scene in a manner that suits them. Take
Frank, who says that he defines the local craft beer scene as “the breweries themselves,
bottle shops, anywhere that allow you to have a bottle shares, bars, well, obviously those
[bars] that are specializing in craft beer, that are interested in carrying things that are
different for the customers.” Frank will avoid pathways he is not interest in, such as
breweries that he feels makes a substandard product relative to other local options. He
also alludes to private pathways when he includes “anywhere that allows you to have a
bottle shares” when giving his definition of the scene. Others also have their own version
of the scene, often with local breweries at the center and other interests represented.

Conclusion
Consumers are drawn to craft beer for a number of reasons. Generally, pull
factors associated with localism, small business support movements, and interest in at
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least some novelty can draw in a wide range of individuals who drink beer (see the
methods chapter for a more detailed description of who might comprise this “wide range
of individuals”) with otherwise diverse interests. Once exposed to craft beer, consumers
can, but are not required, to pursue hobbies oriented around taste distinction,
collecting, and do-it-yourself (i.e. homebrewing) interests. These interests help identify
specific pathways that can be engaged in and thus shape the scene for that individual
based on the experience they desire. This leads to pursuing experiences, commonly
referred to as new beers. In order to experience them in a manner reflective of their
quality and craftmanship, hobbyists develop skills through their individual pursuits,
which often draw from sources they deem valid (e.g. books, blogs, brewery employees,
etc.). Acquiring relevant descriptive language is often the mark of progression in
developing these skills, as can a new orientation to how beer is not only experience, but
conceived of (e.g. when contemplating production techniques used in the beer,
especially for homebrewers).

161

Chapter Six:
Ethnographic Results for Producers

The previous chapter overviewed how consumers conceive of their own personal
craft beer scene. In this chapter, I present how producers created the base for this scene
(i.e. individual breweries), through collective action, fostering collaboration and skill
development, and aligning with consumer interests.
In order to contextualize this, given that these processes do not occur in a
vacuum, I present an overview of the history of craft beer locally, which highlights pieces
of legislation that were foundational to the craft beer scene’s existence. I then draw on
ethnographic data to detail how producers become involved with craft beer as well as
how they understand the development of the craft beer scene locally, while also touching
on business models and other pertinent topics.

From Tourism Side Show to the Main Event
Mentioning the word “tourism” to any individual that has been involved with
Florida’s craft beer industry is likely to evoke mixed emotions. The state has been known
as a tourism destination for over half a century, ever since the government decided to
launch its earliest space-bound rockets from Cape Canaveral and Walt Disney went on
to open the world’s most visited vacation resort not far from there. The tourism industry
boomed, with other amusement parks springing up and tours and attractions utilizing
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Florida’s fresh bodies of water and coastal communities. The state’s economy is very
dependent on the tourism industry, as nearly a quarter of sales tax revenue is attributed
to it. This is a significant figure considering the state has no personal income tax.
Brewery owners and operators therefore understand the importance of Florida’s
tourism industry, as well as its potential to bring new customers to their spaces.
However, the story of craft beer’s relationship with tourism in Florida is complicated,
but imperative to understanding the pieces of legislation, and battles over them, that
paved the way for the industry.
Legislative efforts were instrumental in laying the foundation for the craft beer
industry in Florida. Following the repeal of prohibition, a three-tier system was put in
place that regulated the production, distribution, and sale of alcoholic beverages within
the state. This regulatory system made it difficult for small breweries to remain
competitive. After Anheuser Busch opened a brewing facility in Tampa, Florida, though,
a proposal was introduced before the legislature to allow for a “loophole” within the
three-tier system. The measure was clearly connected to tourism, as the company built
supporting facilities on the production site featuring non-native wildlife and a
“Hospitality House” to attract tourists and promote their products. After the
amendment passed, the brewery ceased large-scale production operations to give way to
a full-fledged amusement park, Busch Gardens Tampa. Tourists were able to purchase
Anheuser Busch products during visits, and the law permitting such practices, known as
the “tourism exemption,” remained unchanged and unchallenged for decades.
With this “tourism exemption,” combined with a 2001 law signed by then-governor
Jeb Bush that allowed for the sale of a wider range of bottle sizes than previously
allowed in Florida, but commonly used by smaller breweries nationwide, the stage had
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been set for a craft beer industry to operate legally within the state. Suddenly, facilities
focused on producing just beer, to be consumed on site or offered for to-go sales,
became viable business model alternatives to the handful of “brew pubs” that were
already in operation within the state. While the law now allowed for such endeavors, it
did not ensure that these efforts would resonate with consumers. However, a number of
factors, such as “buy local” movements and consumers’ desire for product
differentiation would converge to result in imbibers flocking to locally owned and
operated breweries and resulting in staggering growth of the local industry shortly after
the turn of the twenty-first century.
Owners and operators of Florida craft breweries found themselves in an enviable,
yet awkward, position in 2014. Their industry had flourished under the current
legislation, and the number of breweries increased from 45 in 2011 to 111. A large
percentage of those were operating in and around the greater Tampa Bay area, with
select individual breweries bringing greater national attention to Tampa Bay’s craft beer
scene. Dozens of new breweries were in planning or already under construction,
strengthening local economies and revitalizing areas more recently passed over by
commercial developers. Tourists visited breweries while on vacation, and took
advantage of facility tours and accompanying samples. A bus company specializing in
package tours of breweries was also in operation. A nonprofit trade organization, which
had been formed two decades prior, was actively advocating for legislation that would
benefit the industry. Craft beer in Florida was poised for even further growth, and in an
effort to solidify its newly acquired spot among the best places to visit for beer
enthusiasts, discussion turned to what new legislative efforts should be supported
despite the remarkable success under current laws.
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The industry was not just growing in Florida, but across wide swaths of the United
States, so much so that larger brewers were allegedly growing concerned with the
market share they were losing to craft breweries. To combat this, large macro brewers
were alleged to pursue efforts, often times in partnership with local distributors, to curb
their losses. These alleged measures included forms of “play to pay,” or incentivizing
retail stores and bars to carry more of their products, or nearly exclusively carry their
products, in exchange for discounts or free equipment needed for operations in these
spaces. Other tactics are reminiscent of a “if you can’t beat them, join them” mindset,
such as the practice of simply buying out larger regional craft breweries and bringing
them under their corporate umbrella. Other methods were aimed at influencing
legislative efforts, especially in states that were debating changes. This last tactic was the
one that was openly employed in Florida.
Discussions amongst craft brewers in Florida largely focused on supporting
legislation making the industry-standard 64 ounce “growler,” a container used for to-go
sales of beers otherwise consumed only on site, legal within the state. While the
proposal was considered by lawmakers, it became intertwined with a push from [large
multinational beer company] affiliated entities, such as distributors, to reconsider the
tourism exemption, as they argued that craft brewers offered little benefit to the larger
tourism industry and were simply exploiting the law to circumvent the three-tier system.
The legislation supported by [large multinational beer company] distributors and some
others operating within the alcohol industry called for allowing 64 ounce growlers, but
also called for the elimination of the tourism exemption. Craft brewers desired this
move, since it eliminated the need to debate their very existence vis-à-vis benefiting the
state’s tourism industry. However, the accompanying language in the bill mandated that
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the majority of beer produced on-site would “pass through” distributors, despite never
leaving the production facility. This would result in a significant percentage of profit
margins being absorbed by the distributors rather than being retained by the breweries.
Craft breweries felt that they would not be able to continue their operations with the
new regulations, and were therefore left with little choice but to oppose the bill.
Regardless, the bill passed committee and went on to be considered by both state
legislative bodies. This resulted in a reluctant reiteration of craft beer’s commitment to
overall tourism activities within the state, rather than self-identifying as a legitimate
stand-alone industry that added to the numerous draws for tourists.
Despite efforts by considerably larger organizations with vast resources and
connections, the recipe craft brewers used to ferment growth in their budding industry
paid off. They were able to band together and, collectively wielding considerably more
capital than as single actors operating within the same space. Despite considerable
spending by [large multination beer company] and its local distributors, all measures to
modify regulation of the state’s beer industry failed in 2014. The following year’s
legislative session included a proposal co-sponsored by two state congressman and
supported by the craft brewer’s guild that not only legalized the 64 oz growler, but also
removed the “tourism loophole” from the books. Instead, the craft breweries were seen
as a legitimate supplement to a storied tourism industry, and thus able to operate in
tandem with it rather than because of it.
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Collective Actions
Craft breweries in the area, especially in the earlier stages of my fieldwork, were
fighting battles on several fronts. One of which, already discussed previously, was
against a large multi-national beer company and their affiliates (i.e. distributors that
carried their beer) who supported legislative efforts to slow the growth of the craft beer
industry, if not outright reverse gains that had already been made. Another was
regarding visibility in a general sense, due to a craft beer only having roughly 10% of
market share of all beer sales at the time. Finally, there was also simply a dearth of
experience in the industry, due to so few breweries in operation, relatively speaking. At
the end of the day, the budding craft beer industry in Greater Tampa Bay realized that
they could only seriously address these issues if pooling their resources
The multinational corporation’s resources and influence were practically infinite
compared to essentially all other breweries, craft or otherwise. This influence wasn’t
only used on a national scale, as the corporation found what may be considered
unwitting state legislators. One such legislator viewed themselves as a “parent” that
“know[s] it is what’s best” to force craft breweries to sell beer produced within their
breweries to distributors and be forced to buy it back to then be able to sell it within
their own taproom, despite paperwork and payments being the only things exchanging
hands, and not the beer in question. Another referenced just how positively he viewed a
friend of his who owned an affiliated distribution company. This was due to the friend
rarely talking about his business, but instead its charitable works, while also actively
blocking legislation that would have allowed for 64 ounce growlers – a desire of craft
brewers in the state – and stumping for alternative pieces of legislation supported by his
friend and in the interest of a multinational beer company.
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The general lack of awareness of craft breweries in general was also seen as
something to address, as not only could more interest in them stir up public sentiment
against efforts meant to curb the industry, but could increase traffic to craft breweries,
which could grow not only the existing breweries but also the industry as a whole by
creating demand for new breweries and thus paving the way for a “scene” that could be a
draw to even more out-of-towners interested in craft beer, or even to locals that
otherwise would be unaware of individual breweries. However, to grow the industry,
experienced individuals would need to be available, something that was difficult to
achieve without more opportunities (i.e. jobs) to learn how to take on the functions that
allowed a brewery to operate (e.g. brewing the beer and operating a tasting room).
In order to help raise awareness, some of the earlier brew pubs and local craft
breweries fostered a sense of community and collaboration rather than one of
competition. A common saying was a “high tide rises all boats” and the thinking was
that growing craft beer as a brand would lead to a larger market share in general and
more business for individual breweries in operation. Several producers detailed how the
earliest owner/operators got something akin to on-the-job training at one of the select
breweries in operation, and that they were supported when they announced they’d be
leaving to assist in the opening and operation of a new brewing.
Beyond supporting the growth of the industry by essentially helping to create
“competitors” within the craft beer space, one larger local craft brewery also wielded its
notoriety by simply threatening to expand elsewhere if Florida legislators wanted to side
with the large multinational beer company (Tampa Bay Times 2014). This brewery also
happened to be a dues-paying member of the Florida Brewers Guild, an organization
that collectively represented the interests of craft breweries across the state. The
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organization employed its own general counsel and lobbyist to combat the detrimental
pieces of legislation that threatened their industry, and to advocate for their own.
Collectively, this quasi-organized “field” was able to accomplish what would have likely
been impossible for any one craft brewery on its own: successfully thwart the efforts of
multi-national conglomerate with essentially unlimited resources and influence. This is
referenced by a producer who says:
Yeah, I think he did have a little bit to do with that. I mean, there was
there was craft beer was so new that really nobody really thought down
here. Like nobody really thought like, what legislation could they put forth.
But with the you know, the distributors trying to kind of they weren’t all
happy about the tasting rooms in a tried to kind of push some of that
aside, and [founder of a larger local craft brewery] and a few other people
real instrumental in pushing back on that. And you really started to see
things happen for craft breweries law wise, when also they started
donating to legislators, you know, getting a lobbyist in there and things
like that. Unfortunately, it's, you know, money talks, that kind of stuff. So
yeah, I don't think it'd be, you know, they had that Budweiser push to a
thing, all of them Busch Garden exception, right? In, like the 80s that that
said that you know, if you have a tourist structure, you know, that's the
only way you can sell beer on site kind of thing. And there were some gray
areas are that the brewers are claiming that the brewery itself is a tourist
destination or tourism structure. So that distributors got all kind of bent
out of shape out about it, you know, they wanted us to make a beast upon
it. They weren't happy by their beer not that getting a cut of the beer
essentially. But uh, you know, [founder of a larger local craft brewery] and
a few other guys really kind of stepped up and talk some legislators and
you know, kind of squashed that and got some, some modern-day laws
with the place, I guess.

Producers Introduction the Industry
Introductions to the industry vary by individual, but at least some gained
awareness of craft beer by taking on a job at a place that served craft beer, while others
enjoyed the beverage and industry as a consumer before then finding a way to either
supplement income from a job outside the industry or find a way to be gainfully
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employed within (or adjacent to) it. Due to the number of individuals working locally
within the industry being considerably fewer than those who might be labeled
“consumers” (especially at the time of my fieldwork), and due to the interconnectedness
of the industry at the local level (which will be discussed within this chapter), I refrain
from tying personal backgrounds or explicit experiences with recognizable details to
individual producers despite doing so using pseudonyms within the consumer
ethnography chapter. Instead, quotes that have information that may be more easily tied
back to an individual will be attributed to a “producer,” a term that can reference a
brewer, tap room “beertender” or manager, distributor, owner/operator of a brewery or
adjacent business (e.g. bottle shop, craft beer merchandise retailer, etc.). My hope is that
having included a wide range of “producers,” often with more than one individual for
each “type” of producer, will reduce the risk associated with producers’ honest opinions
or recounting activities that may be seen in a negative light. To further minimize these
concerns, identifying information may be redacted from some quotes (e.g. names of
establishments or individuals, or possibly even towns/cities/locales). On occasion, a
specific type of producer may be attributed to a quote should it not contain revealing
information and be tied to a specific function of those types of producers. The singular
instance of “they” will also be used rather than identifying the sex of the participant.
This is due to the fact that female producers participated in the study, but are a minority
in the industry and therefore are even easier to identify should too much information be
revealed. The lack of attribution should not be misconstrued as an effort to avoid
transparency with the dataset, but rather as practicing the time-honored
anthropological tradition of “do[ing] no harm” to participants who voluntarily give their
time and thoughts to research efforts.
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One producer mentioned their start came when an opportunity to work at a bar
specializing in craft beer offerings opened nearby. They state:
My first experience with craft beer was from [working at] a beer bar,
basically, one that was newer. Before, before, it became a huge trend. We
had to go through like proper glassware school like basically like beer
school going through all that, you start learning a lot about something
when I really thought I was just going to bartend. And I started actually
enjoying it and learning like the entire process. And at one point I even
wanted to make my own, but I didn't, I didn't think that the industry was
going to be the way that it is today. I honestly thought that when I started
working at that new bar, that it was something that was just going to
happen for a little bit and then phase out over here. But I feel that the craft
market in general, whether it's with beer, with alcohol, just with arts in
general has grown like 100%. It's holding pretty strong. (producer)
[This reference to the “craft market” was expanded upon]
Well, there's craft cocktails, there's like craft food. So all of your, you know,
farm to table places I consider that to be a craft and food people are
starting to you know, do like your homemade breads and sausages and
cure their own meats, that's all crafts. That's a craft of some sort, like you
are physically making it from scratch from possibly grown items in your
backyard. Who knows, you know, but it's not stuff that you're just going to
like your local market and buying. (producer)
This experience was one that started with an employment opportunity that
happened to be in craft beer and knowledge and expertise were grown on the job. Other
producers, especially brewers, might have engaged first as a consumer and then
identified a role within the industry they were interested in and pursued it while
continuing to hone related skills. This basically results in two paths leading to skill
development, with the personal journey as a consumer generally allowing for more
space to explore as compared to a defined role in a brewery. I discuss how this shapes
skills and what it means to the end product in the next section.
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Producers: Interest and Skill
While at least one local brewery that opened earlier than most (but after many
brew pubs were already in operation) played a significant role in giving “on the job
training” for individuals that would go on to create their own breweries, there were
other breweries in operation before them, some of which also created a skilled work
force that would also go on to open their own breweries. These “founding” individuals
did not have access to the opportunities that many that followed them did (i.e. able to
work for an operational brewery to gain needed skills), but instead followed their
interests and gained skill via different opportunities.
Brewers who did not gain experience in a formal business setting seem to share
the same general starting point for their careers: home brewing. Home brewing itself
would not be possible (or at least legal) without legislation passed during the Carter
Administration, HR 1337 (https://americanhistory.si.edu/blog/papazian). This allowed
for more individuals to openly concoct their own recipes, source materials and
equipment, and collaborate with others without fear of reprisal. Several brewers I spoke
with as part of my research specifically mentioned home brewing as their entrée into the
craft beer industry, as have others from the area when telling their story to media outlets
(https://www.cltampa.com/food-drink/article/20758462/meet-the-brewers-greg-rappof-rapp-brewing). Many cited an inability to find beer styles they wanted to drink locally
as the reason they started brewing – so as to create their own supply – with some
referencing a trip to Europe as the introduction to beer other than the light lagers and
pilsners that dominated the American beer market for decades. This is expressed by a
very experienced producer in the area who says:
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Really well, I went to [Europe] to visit a friend…there. And I went to
[Europe] and to visit him. And that just opened my mind in my eyes of
what was available [in relation to beer], what was out there and what you
could do with beer. And coming back from [Europe], it was quite
depressing. Coming back to, you know, pretty much unflavored beer pretty
much is what I kind of like to call it. So yeah, that kind of just inspired me
to do – to make beer.
Homebrewing allows for not only learning the basics of brewing, but provides
considerable flexibility compared to brewing in a professional setting. The homebrewer
is freed from the constraints of producing the exact flavor profile across subsequent
batches (but can still strive to do so should they so choose), has more flexibility with
which styles they brew (whereas a brewery often has to brew a minimum volume of
certain “flagship” beers to meet distribution obligations as well as ensuring sufficient tap
room sales by keeping their own kegs filled with these beers that are more commonly
ordered), and is less concerned about potential material and labor waste for a given
batch since volume is a fraction of what it would be at a brewery. This freedom was
clearly a boon to some, as they had dozens of recipes they had crafted during their time
as a homebrewer that could be used in a professional setting, some of which deliberately
pushing the boundaries of current beer styles, or even what constituted “beer” in the
first place.
In theory, brewing beer is “scalable” in the sense that smaller batches can be
made larger through simply adjusting the quantity of ingredients accordingly. However,
several brewers found out that taking homebrew recipes and trying to brew them in
larger quantities was more difficult than they assumed. The primary reason for this is
due to using a new “system,” or equipment setup. Systems produce their own unique
challenges when a brewer is unfamiliar with them, as a local former homebrewer found
out during his early batches on a system at his new brewery, which was one of the
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largest in the state on its first day of operation. Despite having previously produced beer
that won awards and delighted imbibers, the beer being brewed on the new system was
described as simply “bad” and many stayed away until they could “figure it out.”
Conversely, individuals who got their start in brewing of any kind within a
commercial setting acknowledge that their learning might be tied more to using the
system at the brewery rather than building out recipes or converting them from old
homebrew recipes. A commercial brewer with no homebrewing experience says:
And so we were doing like really small batches [at a brewery]. So that was
kind of like my introduction to “homebrewing” was that kind of stuff not
doing you know, one gallon or five gallons. It's doing a 40 gallon batch. So
you know, there's a big learning curve, you know, a lot of things that I
didn't know that I know other people that homebrew they know just for
homebrew insights, they go to the commercial side they know right away,
you know, things things to do, not to do what you can can't. I mean, even
today, I'm still learning things. You know, I don't know everything and I
know I’ll probably won't die not knowing everything. (commercial brewer)
This section introduced how individuals begin working within craft beer and how
that may impact their skills as a producer. Having also outlined why collaborative efforts
helped create more breweries, I now turn to a discussion of business models. Two
detailed examples are provided before a larger discussion.

Business Models for Breweries
During the course of my research, I saw a wide variety of business models
employed by breweries in the area, with some strategies shifting or adapting over time
and others relatively static. Business models could easily make or break a brewery, as
employing a strategy meant forecasting demand relative to the availability of resources
(primarily financial capital).
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When I first began fieldwork in 2013, there were only a handful of breweries
actually in operation in the area, with some of them older and using the “brewpub”
model that was easier to operate within the parameters of the law prior to some updates
to the legislation. These establishments relied primarily (if not exclusively) on in-house
sales, and had restaurants with full menus to draw crowds. However, a brewery that was
one of the first to successfully distribute outside of their tasting room showed what was
possible: widespread distribution (even if only within the state) fueling growth beyond
onsite sales in a single tasting room, and specialty events for “limited release” beers that
could draw immense crowds from far and wide. Their success was seen as inspiring
others to pursue a similar business model, and it is easy to assume that at a minimum it
eased the fears of others who might want to create a brewery with a similar approach to
production and sales. This is reflected by a producer who says:
I think just having a – putting a regional craft brewery in, and you know,
and I think getting beer out and you know a local beer that was distributed
I mean nothing before that was really distributed [older brewery] did a
little bit but that was like made off site and stuff back then the 90s or early
I guess mid 2000s but um you know, you would never – you know
ultimately see [local “regional” craft brewery] at bars you know this this
and that and beer bars start opening up just kind of – it was just, it was
gonna happen but I think [founder] just kinda blow it all up and you know
…like that it is to me down here like [local “regional” craft brewery] open
up it was like almost like when you know, back in 91 when when you know,
when “Smells Like Teen Spirit” came out just kind of right up you know, it
was like wow, your craft beers here.
This led to several new breweries opening in the area with production capabilities
that dwarfed that of brewpubs, clearly with an eye towards large-scale distribution. This
meant it would be impossible to be financially viable without agreements with
distributors to take on the majority of the beer being produced to sell in retail spaces (to
include stores, bars, and restaurants). This also meant that considerable capital would
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be required to get the operation up and running, as a larger facility was needed to house
the extra (and often times larger) equipment needed to produce the intended volume.
This also required procuring more of the raw materials, and possibly larger staffs for the
production team (i.e. brewers and their assistants).
Not every brewery actively planning or opening followed this path. Some instead
made it a point not to sign a distribution agreement with high minimum volumes to
deliver to a distributor. This flexibility allowed them to select which, if any of their beers,
they would produce in larger quantities. It also meant that a wider variety of beers, to
include variations of a given style, could be brewed since production equipment was not
tied up with meeting the demands of one or two flagships to supply distributors with for
retail spaces. It also meant that there would be no need to expand their production
capabilities solely for the purpose of satisfying contractual obligations, but could instead
allow breweries to determine when, and if, they wanted to expand, and for what
purposes.
Two breweries in planning, and later operation, during this “run up” to the
massive expansion to the number of breweries in the area demonstrated what this
flexibility allowed, but in different ways. One had a brewer (and owner) that enjoyed
making “classical” styles, primarily from Europe and often times not seen elsewhere in
or around Tampa Bay, who made it a point to keep roughly 2 dozen different beers of
their own (i.e. none were “guest” taps) available in their tasting room. This would not
have been possible with the relatively modest production setup that was in use had there
been a need to churn out a significant amount of one or two beers for distribution.
Another brewery also opted not to sign a contract with a distributor that would
necessitate producing large quantities of only a handful of their beers. They parlayed
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their flexibility into some rotating offerings of varying styles available in their taproom,
but then focused the overwhelming amount of their energy on variations of a particular
style: the imperial stout. This brewery had an owner/operator that had produced a
recipe for an imperial stout that had specifically been created to barrel age, and it
became extremely popular. The brewery also had a knack for adding natural ingredients
that complemented the barrel aged stout’s flavor profile, such as: hazelnut, almond,
coconut, coffee, vanilla, coca nibs, cinnamon, and even occasionally hot peppers.
The decision not to sign an obligation-loaded distribution contract proved a boon
to this particular brewery. Their barrel aged stouts, which were only available for
purchase in their tasting room, became so popular that massive lines would form if they
were available. The lines were a result of relatively low quantities of the given beer(s)
being sold, despite considerable demand for them. Due to this brewery’s location in a
popular downtown area and next to other retail spaces, the lines could prove
problematic if they formed too early (i.e. before the brewery opened and could actually
sell the bottles to get the line moving). This resulted in the brewery simply not
announcing a new release, and instead having it listed for sale within their taproom once
they opened for the day. The brewery likely knew they would sell all of the beers, and
probably within the day if not within hours of opening, so they were content to allow the
earliest patrons of the day spread the word via their own network of beer friends and on
social media groups dedicated to local breweries. This meant a line would only form
once enough people had realized a beer was for sale, but at that time the brewery was
ready and able to quickly move through the line – as only cash was accepted to minimize
the time of each transaction – in an effort to not block the doors of their retail neighbors
for any longer than absolutely necessary.
177

The brewery’s specialty offerings became so popular that a robust secondary
market formed to exploit the overwhelming demand for the limited supply. Despite
essentially always having implemented a limit on the number of bottles any one
customer could purchase (with the bottle limit primarily being tied to the number of
bottles produced), the bottles rarely lasted beyond the first day they went on sale. This
was in large part due to the fact that many people would buy their full allotment (i.e. the
maximum number of bottles one individual could purchase). Individuals could: drink
them all, often saving them for special occasions in an attempt to impress other beer
“geeks” or “nerds” they shared them with; could trade these for other beers – generally
from another part of the country – seen as equally difficult to come by and of extremely
high quality; or they could outright sell them on the secondary market, fetching
multiples of the original purchase price and thus turning a quick profit.
In addition to an individual buying their full allotment, it was not uncommon to
utilize “mules” to secure even more bottles. An individual would convince friends and
family to accompany them to the brewery and ask each to also buy a full allotment while
providing the funds to do so. If friends or family weren’t available, some would even go
so far as to pay strangers to stand in line and purchase full allotments, although this
practice was generally reserved for beers with considerable “hype” (e.g. extremely low
quantities of the beer, a highly specialized set of ingredients, a collaboration with
another brewery producing beers that were extremely sought after, or likely some mix of
each factor), as the added cost made it difficult to justify for most offerings. On at least
one occasion, a local beer group online aimed their derision at an assumed out-oftowner’s “job” ad online that was offering to pay individuals to stand in line and
purchase full allotments. Locals were quite confident they were aware of who had posted
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the ad, as he had been quite boisterous online about how many bottles he would end up
with, despite the limit being a single bottle per person. His track record of this type of
behavior resulted in him (and others like him) being labeled a “shit lord”, or someone
who uses any means necessary to procure highly sought-after beers and then demanding
exorbitant returns for that beer (e.g. either via a lopsided trade for other beers, or via
high pricing on the secondary market), often times mocking those that either missed out
on the beer or called out the high asking price.
The owner of the brewery realized that demand far exceeded supply, and as a
result the business model was refined slightly. While still only offering the beers for sale
at the brewery (to retain all margins rather than some going to a distributor), an online
purchase option became available with shipping handled by a third party with
appropriate licenses to ship the beer (at a cost to the end consumer). This change
happened shortly after the owner was rumored to have said he was going to “flood the
market” with his specialty beers in an effort to crush the secondary market around them,
and thus squeeze out the “shit lords” that upset many regular customers. This was the
alternative to simply raising prices in an effort to find the price the “market would bear”
in order to achieve an equilibrium of supply and demand prior to a secondary market
forming, which would have also upset many regular customers as well as been perceived
as a money grab by those within the craft beer scene. While a few beers were still limited
in quantity due to certain factors (e.g. availability of a certain ingredient), the majority
were produced in much larger quantities (made possible by purchasing a standalone
location meant for production purposes only) and suddenly could be purchased beyond
the release date. The change was so effective that one participant who had been lining
up for years to buy their beers no longer prioritized driving to the brewery on a certain
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day, and instead noted that the beers would be available when it was convenient for him
to stop by as ‘This ain’t the [brewery] you’re used to,” implying that the days of bottles
being gone immediately were over.
This brewery also decided that while it had no interest in personally producing
large quantities of one or two “flagship” beers for distribution, it would allow another
entity to do this for them. Admittedly, I do not have insight into what led to this
decision, but benefits include increased brand awareness (due to the offerings now
being available in retail spaces and therefore new individuals being introduced to the
brewery), and additional revenue (albeit with smaller margins). Rather than increase
their own production capabilities for this purpose, they simply hired a “contract brewer”
to oversee the production of their recipe.
Contract brewers play an important role, almost exclusively related to
production. During the earliest days of my fieldwork, I knew of at least one brand that
used a contract brewer exclusively. This brand did not own any production equipment
nor did they operate a tap room, but instead made the beer available via distribution
and regular events where they were licensed to sell their beer. The beer was actually
produced by one of the larger breweries in operation at the time, but eventually their
own production needs made it impossible to contract brew on behalf of others. This was
around the time that a new company, with founders who had their roots in large scale
brewing, opened their doors. A bit outside of Tampa, the facility opened with enormous
production capabilities, and its business model relied far more heavily on contract
brewing on behalf of other brands than it did brewing and selling its own beer onsite.
Several breweries ended up using the contract brewer, with at least one large
brewery in the area (with its own sizable production capabilities) using them to brew
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some or all of the beers that were heavily distributed. This freed up the brewery to
produce other beers in larger quantities, or to brew a wider variety of beers. A popular
brewery from the Midwest also contracted with the facility, with several of their more
popular flagship beers being made over a thousand miles away from where they were
originally conceived. Originally, these beers could not be sold onsite, either due to
legislation on the books and/or agreements in place with the Midwest brewery.
However, upon a visit not too long after these beers were originally produced, a
bartender told me they were able to now sell these for the first time the weekend I
happened to be there. This may have been a result of production having finally sated the
original brewery’s distribution needs (resulting in “surplus”), a revision of the initial
agreement, or satisfying some “oddity” of the state legislation on the books (or
successfully finding a “loophole”).
Producing the beers themselves was only part of the benefit of using a contract
brewer, because in order to sell the beer it had to be packaged into something. Putting
the finished beer in kegs is the cheapest and easiest way to package beer, and something
essential for even the smallest of breweries who only sell within their own tasting rooms
(and even some homebrewers who prefer to brew in slightly larger batches and drink the
beer relatively quickly). However, kegged beer is best suited for onsite consumption (i.e.
a tasting room or a retail space such as a bar). “Growlers” (i.e. vessels, usually glass, and
typically ranging in volume from 32 ounces to 1 gallon) could be bought (or brought in)
by customers to get some of a kegged beer to go, but it was generally recommended to
drink this within about 3 days of filling, and within 24 hours of opening it for the first
time, meaning that it was still not a viable option for significant to-go sales. An
alternative, “Crowlers,” first made their appearance early in my fieldwork. These were
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machines small enough to be behind the “bar” of a brewery that were capable of housing
32 ounces of beer in a can. The can would be filled from a tap and then placed in the
machine to generate a “seam” for the top of the can that was only put in place after
filling. This meant the beer could stay fresher longer (with general guidelines still
recommending to drink it within 30 days of filling it), as oxidation and carbonization
concerns were minimized. However, this process was still too time consuming to do on a
large scale, and the equipment was rather pricey when first introduced, resulting in few
breweries acquiring it. This meant that most breweries needed to package their beer for
retail (via a distributor) and onsite to-go sales by bottling it, a process that can in theory
be done entirely by hand and with minimal equipment, but that could be automated at a
relatively low cost.
Bottles with pry off caps and sufficient opaqueness (i.e. brown glass rather than
clear or green) were commonly seen as the “gold standard” for packaging beer to be as
fresh (i.e. retain the originally intended flavor profile) for as long as possible. However,
aluminum cans gained popularity quickly in the early 2010s, as they were seen not only
as cheaper, but also as a more convenient option for transporting and storing (at every
level of the three-tier system, to include post-purchase by the end consumer), as well as
a superior-to-glass way of minimizing factors that would degrade the quality of the beer
(i.e. light and oxygen). The biggest issue with canning beer is the cost. Not the cost of
purchasing aluminum cans (although there were reported “scares” due to shortages
from time to time), or the cost of operating the canning line, but rather the initial cost of
the equipment itself. At one stage, the initial setup costs associated with installing a
preferred operable canning line in a brewery were alleged to be six figures. This resulted
in a specialty industry within craft beer popping up: the mobile canning line. A company
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would purchase canning equipment that was mobile enough to transport to different
breweries and setup for the purposes of canning beer for a limited period of time
(sometimes only a day or two).
Mobile canning lines filled a need for breweries without their own canning
capabilities but still came with downsides. For starters, the beer to be placed in the can
still had to be produced, and the timing of the production became considerably more
important due to the need to coincide with the availability of the mobile canning
company to come onsite and actually package it once ready. This meant that preexisting equipment would be tied up during this time frame – meaning other beers
could not be made in larger quantities, if it all, depending on the size of the system and
intended volume for canning – which could still result in pressure to expand production
capabilities. Canning might also require more manpower than many smaller breweries
regularly kept on their staff. This resulted in the breweries requesting “volunteers”, or
people willing to help out on canning days, often times in exchange for some of the
finished product (i.e. an allotment of fresh cans of beer) and possibly a meal during their
“shift.” It also meant paying the canning company, but that was preferable to investing
in their own canning equipment for many breweries.
Contract breweries addressed many of the downsides associated with using
mobile canning lines. For starters, a brewery could simply provide a recipe and allow the
contract brewery to handle the actual production, completely absolving them of
deficiencies in their own production capabilities. This is not to say this occurred
flawlessly, as consumers would sometimes complain about perceived variations in a
product’s quality if brewed at one of these facilities rather than the original brewery
(with claims that the water profile must be different, that it simply had not been scaled
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up properly for the bigger system used by the contract facility, or some other reason).
Breweries also no longer had to worry about scheduling their entire staffs and/or
securing volunteers to fill a very-short lived manpower deficiency, as contract brewers
had their own staff for production and packaging. This is not to say that some members
of the original brewery’s staff would not be involved for the purposes of quality
assurance (QA), but the involvement of the majority of the staff would be a fraction of
what it would be if not using the contract brewery. The one thing that remained the
same, though, was that margins would be adversely impacted by using the contract
brewery, which generally limited using this arrangement for only the beers produced on
the largest scale already and intended for relatively wide-spread distribution (i.e.
“flagship” beers), leaving the original brewery to produce “one-offs” or seasonally
available beers that were produced in smaller numbers.
These two business models were but only two that could be employed. Breweries
could also rely on smaller scale distribution (i.e. a smaller footprint), possibly
eliminating the need to use multiple distributors that would be required for a larger
footprint and reducing production requirements. Finally, breweries could also strive for
a neighborhood “bar” business model, where distribution is essentially ignored in favor
of producing a handful of beers to sell on tap and possibly bottling specialty items on
occasion (for tap room sales only), in order to primarily serve regular clientele from the
immediate vicinity. This last model being strengthened by the ability to carry and sell
other alcoholic beverages, such as wine, cider or even liquor (with the appropriate
license to do so). Others, like the local “regional” craft brewery referenced earlier relied
on distributors to sell a large portion of the beer being produced, as tap room traffic
alone could not possibly produce enough sales. This also meant higher start up costs, or
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costs associated with expansion. Several of these breweries had financing, usually by
individuals without experience in beer but with deep pockets thanks to other business
ventures or generational wealth (or some combination thereof). This allowed for
breweries to be planned to generate large quantities of beer, which necessitated a
different business plan from the very beginning.
Distributors and sales representatives are seen as imperative for assisting in the
placement of a brewery’s beer, which is essential to success if using a business model
outside of just taproom sales. These individuals were the ones that could educate retail
spaces about their beer so that consumers could be informed. One producer says:
Education will always start from the beginning with - so, usually your
suppliers are educating your distributors, your distributors are educating
your buyers and then it goes down the chain. So, as a supplier [brewery],
you learn everything you learn, you know, all the ingredients, you are
learning the entire process, you are there watching or participating in the
actual making of whatever be…So then they usually will hold classes with
your distributors, and basically tell them about all the different styles, all
the different ingredients, what the process is to make certain different
beers. So then, I guess it all depends on like, how well somebody wants to
know, because reality is you can go to school, probably, you know, past a
little bit, not really retaining any of the knowledge. So as a consumer, if
you want to know, you know, if you want to get educated on it, and if you
want to actually like, learn everything about it and learn it right.
(producer)
This education could be administered in the tasting room if the brewery were
using a business model that did not distribute, but as highlighted above that is not
possible in a distribution model, and education about the beers would need to diffuse
through a series of actors outside the tasting room.
Breweries can employ their own sales representatives to drum up interest in their
product, but ultimately a retail space would have to engage with a distributor to actually
purchase the beer. That is detailed by one producer who says:
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Like if you have, if you all of a sudden just have a mass team, if they do
their job? Yeah, they're gonna be out there on the street selling the product
like crazy. Like there's a couple breweries that literally have a sales rep in
every city. So like for the greater Tampa Bay area, they will have a sales rep
just for St Pete, they will have a sales rep just for Clearwater, just for
Tampa, just for Brandon just for Sarasota. You know, there's that, that's
huge. So distributors, I mean, [are] obviously the ones that [are] the
middleman. So…the middleman between your supplier and your buyer.
[distributors] also the ones that follow up with the buyer. So if it's a
brewery rep goes and talks with the buyer, [they] still have to go through
the distributor to get the product there. So a brewery rep calls [distributor]
and tells [distributor] that they were in, you know, this account talking
about this brand. The next time [distribution rep] go[es] into that account,
[the distribution rep] probably [is] going to talk to that buyer about that
brand and see how they, you know, if they're interested in what they want
to do about it, but then it's also [the] job as a distributor to know as much
as possibl[e] about that brand. The buyer will always ask questions, they're
never just going to put something in without knowing what it is.
Large sales teams were attributed to the apparent success of certain breweries.
This was due to a large cross-section of producers and consumers (especially those
pursing craft beer hobbies) viewing beer from some of those breweries as “bad” or
“gross” or simply “not exciting” but constantly seeing it on shelves and on tap in retail
spaces. This was in contrast to breweries of a similar size who might have had similar
size sales teams but had their success attributed to the quality of their beer.

Conclusion
The local craft beer scene is actually the byproduct of early producers trying to
grow their collective brand (i.e. craft beer). Essentially, they were forced to act in their
collective business interests, especially early on, as individually they stood little chance.
There need to be strong pull factors to their tap rooms, and a significant one is
simple awareness. Early breweries were advocates for growing the industry through
more competitors entering the local market. Their rational being that enough people
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would encounter some brewery elsewhere but eventually would spread their purchasing
around to other new breweries they encountered, quite possibly (or “probably” early on
when few others were in operation) one owned and operated by these exact producers
(i.e an “early brewery”).
This attitude also helped create sufficient qualified producers to operate new
breweries in the area. Brewers gain experience through homebrewing or assistantships.
When homebrewing is pursued it opens up developing skills associated with recipe
formulation and experimentation in general, while onsite assistantships or on-the-job
training generally is oriented to learning a specific brewing system. This results in a
difference in skillsets and possibly even a different focus on the end product, which may
also be influenced by the business model the brewery operates within or the goals
associated with their financiers (e.g. profits over quality).
Legislative efforts were essentially futile if launched individually, but collectively
“craft beer” as a brand of sorts could – and effectively did – argue as a cohesive interest
against efforts meant to retard their growth on individual and group (i.e. “craft beer”)
levels. This also allowed for increased “brand awareness” in the sense that consumers
understood a given brewery was “craft beer” and that belonging to that “community” or
representing that “ethos” implied certain things, especially earlier on when fewer
breweries were assumed to prioritize profits over quality. These were primarily focused
on sourcing locally when possible, or at least giving back to the local community, or
hosting community events or even possibly providing discounts or the occasional free
beer for certain locals. Breweries embraced this and highlighted their individual efforts
(e.g. on tours or even with things posted in the tap room), much to the delight of the
consumers (even if somewhat feigned at times, as highlighted by the consumer “Tim”
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joking that breweries always make it a point to stress their spent grain goes to local
farmers).
Embracing local heritage themes also resonated with consumers, but became
difficult given the finite supply of themes relative to the number of breweries in
operation or on an even greater scale, the number of named beers produced locally 7.
However, current individuals and groups active in the community could also be
highlighted at the brewery (e.g. recognition like “buy a pint for [X]” promotions at
breweries, beer names, even a social media post about being the last person to buy a
bottle of a limited beer) in a way to promote connectedness with the “local” community
itself. Similarly, breweries could highlight their efforts tied to being a part of the
“brewing” community (e.g. hosting a lab that allowed homebrewers to bring in their
beers for analysis, being an active member of the “Florida Brewers Guild” or
participating in festivals). All of this resulted in collectively encouraging the growth of
competitors and auxiliary businesses that supported the industry, to include spaces
where the beer is sold and possibly consumed. Collaborative efforts with bars and
distributors (e.g. tap takeovers, keep the pint night, beer collaborations or
“commissions”) strengthened bonds further.
The events detailed above resulted in the local craft beer scene. Participants posit
that the scene will eventually grow to the point that it can no longer sustain multiple
breweries seen as mediocre or worse because consumers become more informed and
develop skills associated with critiquing beer. Breweries with business models weighting
distribution more heavily are more susceptible to failure given the costs associated with
7 These themes are not discussed in detail due to easily facilitating the positive identification of
individual breweries using them, but were framed by producers and consumers alike as “cool” or nice way
to highlight the local area and its heritage.

188

expanding production capacity and smaller margins realized after their beer passes
through a third party (i.e. the distributor). Businesses with strong pulls to their taproom
(e.g. games, a courtyard, or simply a nice “space”; local promotions; etc.) could better
weather the storm, as could those with good relationships with their distributors or
sizable sales teams.
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Chapter Seven:
Conclusion

Discussion and Theoretical Contributions
The literature review offered at the beginning of the dissertation provided an
overview of potentially relevant theoretical frameworks and methodologies for the
underlying research question. This identified areas for exploration and also allowed for
hypothesizing about how the disparate theoretical underpinnings might be joined into
dialogue to evaluate the ethnographic insights and approach an explanatory framework
based in data. I attempt to weave together these individual contributions to create a
coherent narrative, and compare and contrast findings and theoretical contributions of
more recent studies that also focus explicitly on craft beer (Maciel and Wallendorf 2017)
rather than adjacent spaces, such as artisanal cheese (Paxson 2012).
I argue that a craft beer “scene” was developed by the collaborative actions of
producers (a byproduct of creating a field that could better thwart adverse actions by
more established producers of beer) and navigated by consumers via disparate pathways
that have the ability to intersect. Consumers are able to contest the boundaries of the
scene, which are largely set by institutions, but that engagement with the scene revolves
around participating in the act of consuming craft beer. The scene as a whole resonates
with a wide selection of individuals (as previously defined in the methods chapter), with
a strong focus on localism in all its facets (e.g. supporting small business, sourcing
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ingredients locally, producers as local community members that are accessible). This is
essentially what makes it “cool” and worth supporting even if some of the craft beers
produced intentionally do not try to differentiate themselves much from mass produced
beers (i.e. “gateway beers”). Transitioning from a baseline consumer to a hobbyist
requires accessing new pathways and developing new skills that are centered around
sensory experiences and articulating them in an appropriate manner. Individual
motivations help identify relevant pathways and intentional practices primarily tied to
focusing in on activities to include specialized items that can strengthen the ability to
perceive experiences (e.g. a glass “appropriate” for the style). This can be transformative
in the sense that beer itself can become an “experience” rather than a mere social act of
consumption.
While already noted that individuals can engage in the pursuit of more than one
type of hobby, it is worth overviewing which skills are most valuable for specific hobbies.
Someone interested in homebrewing is most helped by developing the skill associated
with dissecting a flavor profile, especially if they can attribute certain qualities to
specific production techniques or unique ingredients. A taste distinction hobbyist is also
well served by being able to speak to a flavor profile, but is less concerned with the
underlying production techniques, especially compared to an ability to simply describe
larger differences between a “good” beer and a “bad” one (and this distinction can be
extended to individual breweries as well). A collector should be able to speak to the
flavor profile, especially to justify a beer being “special,” but they also need to have a
solid understanding of which breweries are producing “hype” beers and how and when
to procure them.
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As evidenced by the chapters focused on data analysis and reporting, the craft
beer industry in the Greater Tampa Bay area collaboratively worked together to generate
a cohesive “brand” associated with craft beer, one that could ideally be recognizable to
consumers and help peel away market share from the few “macro” breweries. The hope
being that collectively growing craft beer’s market share of beer consumption could lead
to success at an individual brewery level given that newly converted drinkers would
explore other craft breweries and divert revenue there rather than to macro beer
producers. This, combined with addressing legislative agendas helpful to craft breweries
in a collective manner, also resulted in more formal definitions of craft beer. Eventually,
this resulted in a scene that could be defined by producers, through literal definitions
such as what constituted craft beer or a craft brewery (i.e. Brewers Association).
Participating in events sponsored by “governing bodies” of sorts (e.g. a festival hosted by
the Florida Brewers Guild or participating in their annual brewing competition)
legitimized membership within the “brand” for individual breweries, while collaborating
with adjacent retailers such as craft beer bars or restaurants (even if indirectly via a
distributor’s participation) further expanded the identifiable “scene” that consumers
could engage with in relation to craft beer.
My use of the term “scene” is explicit. I draw on David Moore’s work theorizing
“scenes” as a preferred alternative to “subculture, with its emphasis on normative
values, beliefs and practices, is inadequate for analyzing the heterogeneity of some drugusing groups and their constitutive practices, particularly those groups that draw
together people from diverse backgrounds and for whom drug use is not characterized
by ‘dependence.’” (Moore 2004:182). The discussion focuses on drug users given
Moore’s research topic, so given the illicit nature of consuming those substances
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noticeable differences will exist when considering beer drinkers. For instance,
legitimizing bodies like those referenced above cannot operate as freely if at all
(provided they even exist). Spaces both where drugs can be purchased or where
consumption occurs cannot freely advertise their existence without fear of legal reprisal,
and consumer access to production sites is almost assuredly out of the question.
While Moore does make mention of types of spaces where members of a “scene”
might find themselves, the underlying conceptualizing of a scene is not bound
geographically, but rather by member composition. This is what leads to a discussion of
multiple “scenes” within a given field site. Moore asserts that “’Scene’ tries to
encapsulate the cultural diversity, fluidity and heterogeneity of social entities, but it
leaves unaddressed the closed and bounded connotations of ‘subculture’” (201) and then
invokes Finnegan’s (1989) notion of [musical] pathways by explaining that these were
ways of accessing the scene due to their structure, composition, and actors aligning with
actions to be performed within the scene. Finnegan notes as much by stating:
These local musical pathways were established, already-trodden
and, for the most part, abiding routes which many people had taken
and were taking in the company of others. To be sure, none were
permanent in the sense of being changeless, nor could they survive
without people treading and constantly re-forming them; new paths
were hewn out, some to become established, others to fade or be
only faintly followed, others again to be extended and developed
through new routings by the individuals and groups who patronised
them. But for any given individuals the established pathways were
in a sense already there, as a route at least to begin on: they were
part of existing cultural forms rather than something that had to be
calculated afresh each time. (Finnegan 1989:306-307 in Moore 2004:202)
Moore further posits that “Existing scenes and pathways are reinforced and
extended through ongoing participation, new scenes and pathways are established over
time, and older scenes and pathways disappear as people no longer tread them, but for
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any particular individual these scenes and pathways formed the first steps in his or her
journey through drug use.” (Moore 2004:203)
I propose considering that at a local level, craft breweries have in essence created
a scene for consumers to engage in. It is comprised of physical spaces such as breweries
and bars specializing in craft beer offerings, festivals or other events that occur at
periodic intervals but that explicitly highlight craft beer, or other retail spaces that sell
supplies or craft beer related items (which might be fixed locations or “pop-ups” at
breweries themselves). The Brewers Association can explicitly set boundaries for the
definition of craft beer and therefore attempt to regulate the scene by excluding some
breweries but not others. However, this does not mean that consumers readily accept
such decision making, as they may still contest the inclusion of certain breweries (e.g.
Yuengling’s designation as a craft brewery, as pointed out in the structured methods
chapter discussion) from their own representation of the scene due to it not aligning
with their mental model. This is also evident in a participant telling me they would avoid
a beer festival due to it being hosted by a distributor supporting legislation viewed as
harmful to the local industry (i.e. this pathway was now closed due to it no longer
aligning with the interests of the consumer). It is this notion that is invoked by Moore
when he states, “Existing scenes and pathways are reinforced and extended through
ongoing participation, new scenes and pathways are established over time, and older
scenes and pathways disappear as people no longer tread them” (Moore 2004:203).
Moore (2004) appears to vacillate between whether or not two groups of drug
users were separate scenes or possibly individual pathways to scenes when he states “we
can see the specific scenes in which I conducted my fieldwork as being part of these
broader intersecting, overlapping and evolving Player and Bohemian ‘pathways.’” I
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conceptualize a single craft beer scene locally situated that is engaged by various actors
that access a number of pathways. That is to say that the scene is diverse and allows for
engaging in a wide range of specialized activities (e.g. brewing, collecting, etc.) but that
engagement always starts with the action of consuming craft beer 8.
The most common pathway for individuals to access the scene primarily is by
introduction to a gateway beer, either at a brewery or a bar with a wider selection of
beers. A trusted advisor may be responsible for the introduction, and this individual
likely has demonstrated competency in “adjacent” pursuits such as higher quality or
more intentionally produced food or spirits (e.g. craft cocktails), thus lending credibility
to their recommendation.
Actors are free to explore the scene by accessing it via other pathways, which they
may only discover due to their overlap with other pathways in different local scene (e.g.
running). This is evidenced by some participants regularly going to a brewery that
hosted their local run club. However, at some point individuals either taper off their
pursuit of new pathways in favor of a consistent engagement as a baseline consumer, or
they identify one or more ways to turn craft beer into a “hobby of sorts” which
necessitates locating and utilizing other pathways.
While simply being a consumer of craft beer positions someone within the scene,
it does not necessitate sharpening skills associated with greater specialization (i.e. a

A scene differs from a “market” in the sense that it is more encompassing. Whereas a market is
primarily concerned with commerce and the exchange of resources or commodities, a scene is primarily
oriented towards a specific behavior (in this case, craft beer consumption). Commerce can occur within a
scene (i.e. breweries sell beer to be consumed onsite), but is not a prerequisite for engaging with the scene
(e.g. bottle shares and homebrewing may occur within the scene but draw on resources other than those
from producers within the local “scene”).
8
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craft beer hobby). Nearly all activities associated with craft beer as a hobby necessitate
focused sensorial engagement, which is a “skill” that has to be consciously developed.
Ingold highlights how skills are developed and takes careful attention to the
physical movements or sensorial experience. This is represented by someone like Tom
(and others) describing how he makes it a point to drink the beer in a specific physical
manner (i.e. allowing it to come into contact with a large portion of his mouth to ensure
he experiences all of the flavors).
Pursuing skills, especially specialized skills, can result in a collaborative
environment for those interested in that skill development, as highlighted by the
mention of homebrewing clubs and their educational activities. This is also highlighted
in Maciel and Wallendorf’s (2017) article of homebrewers and their own pursuit of
“aficionado” status, or “consumers who employ what Stebbins (2007) conceptualizes as
a serious approach to developing skills, knowledge, and experience in a consumption
domain” (Maciel and Wallendorf 2017: 727). This dissertation also overviews others
interested in similar pursuits (i.e. hobbyists) that might result in more of a competitive
nature (e.g. some collectors, beer traders or “flippers”), while also offering a discussion
of consumers that do not pursue aficionado status (i.e. “baseline consumers”).
This distinction and categorization of individual sets of actors within the scene
was something that the hypothesis presented earlier in the dissertation did not fully
account for. As such, it is important to note that the collective excitement referenced
there refers more to the pull factors that appeal to the widest audience (i.e. baseline
consumers and hobbyists), such as supporting local, small businesses and having
interest in somewhat novel differences to items that are already familiar (i.e. gateway
beers).
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These differences also account for different desires in experiences, with baseline
consumers content to have a “social experience” in this “cool setting” while hobbyists
often seek out “experiences” associated with the beers themselves. This is made possible
by their developed skillsets and command of relevant language to describe the beer they
are experiencing in great detail. Consumers (to include hobbyists) seek out the pathways
that offer experiences they are most interested in; however, they may end up sharing
one with individuals they perceive as out of place. This may be due to assumed
differences in station in life (with some expressing more resentment to individuals in a
higher station than themselves). However, it can also be due to assuming that those
individuals did not make an attempt to acquire the skills needed to exhibit taste
distinction. This results in less “intersubjectivity” (i.e. “agreement”) among those
individuals, which ultimately relates back to the underlying desire for different
experiences based on their interests.

Combined Methods, Limitations, and Future Research
This dissertation draws on several methods that attempt to contribute to a
broader understanding of the research topic. Structured methods, such as pilesorts and
freelisting, were covered in Chapter 4 and provided insights into how individuals think
of individual breweries, to include whether or not they might visit them and why not
(i.e. a lack of respect for their beer or brewer, etc.) as well as quantitative data about how
individuals speak of beer, which highlighted popularity of certain styles and the use (or
intentional exclusion) of certain descriptive terms. This informed the ethnographic
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dataset associated with consumers and producers, which is covered in Chapters 5 and 6,
respectively.
These methods were able to produce a holistic understanding of scene creation
and skill development, but limitations still existed, such as an inability to run a full suite
of statistical analysis on the pilesort data due to the open nature (which is better suited
for early exploration of ideas and conceptualizations). A closed sort can accommodate a
wider range of statistical analysis and associated inferences, but forces participants to
organize around predetermined criteria rather than generating their own. Additionally,
had there been a larger sample size for these structured methods it would have been
possible to analyze similarities and differences across producers and consumers, and
even subsets thereof (e.g. various types of hobbyists).
The ethnography chapters were also limited due to access in general and privacy
concerns. One such limitation is a lack of brewery ownership representation within the
sample, which means that investigating the economies of sentiment they navigate (as
conceptualized by Paxson 2012) was not possible, despite identifying that consumers
construct their own and use them to determine their engagement with the scene.
Additional limitations stem from a lack of diversity within the participants of the
dissertation, as an overwhelming majority were white. This prevents drawing many, if
any, conclusions related to race or ethnicity, beyond that it highlights more recent calls
(made in 2020) for inclusion initiatives within the industry.
This limitation also holds true for the experience of women within the craft beer
scene as compared to men. Interestingly, more than one female consumer cited being
more comfortable at a brewery than a bar due to their ability to just relax due to a
reduced likelihood of being hit on at the former as compared to the latter. However, I
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did witness a random male producer’s attempts at flirting with another [female]
producer that included what many may deem “vulgar” physical gestures, and had
participants detail other scenarios that made them uncomfortable or at least reiterated
that this space was designed for men (e.g. a lack of a women’s bathroom in production
spaces within breweries). These types of incidents were also more recently brought to
attention on a national scale, with numerous female producers from different locations
telling their stories of harassment or worse in the industry on social media or to news
outlets. The experiences of women and minorities within the craft beer scene are
pressing research inquires that future research should explore.
Other avenues for future research include more longitudinal studies associated
with freelisting to try and gauge beer style popularity over time. Additionally, this
method could be employed concurrently in multiple markets to tease out similarities
and differences in style popularity across a wider geographical setting. Pile sorting could
also be administered in a closed manner, with categories already having been defined
through exploratory research (i.e. an open sort or in-depth interviewing or even some
other method that reveals relevant categories to use as piles).
The actions of collectors, to potentially include beer traders and flippers, offers
the potential for a study that examines craft commodities and secondary markets. This
is a sensitive topic that likely requires more targeted recruiting efforts and dealing with
potentially stressed anonymity concerns.
Taken as a whole, the study should hopefully serve as a case study of an
“anthropology in the middle” of the production and consumption nexus. Other
researchers may find interest in eschewing the grand narratives that can dominate the
discipline, instead drawing on relevant frameworks that can be joined to explain
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phenomenon. There may also be interest in abandoning problematic concepts of
collections of people who share a narrow common interest (e.g. a “subculture”) in favor
of expanding on the concept of a “scene” as presented here, while also understanding
that variation in underlying motivations and behaviors may exist (e.g. differing types of
hobbyists). Finally, they may also take a more focused approach on explaining one or
more of the activities related to the hobbyists chronicled here, as a research project
focused on only one could dive to deeper levels of understand as compared to a more
exploratory study that sought a broader understanding (such as this dissertation). Doing
so may uncover differences in not only their underlaying motivations and behaviors, but
possibly their phenomenological experiences.

Applied Contributions
As noted in earlier chapters, this dissertation is the product of a research
initiative that originally took place during a time when the local industry was fighting
legislative battles and also trying to grow awareness of their collective brand. This
resulted in a number of breweries or organizations being interested in my research and
doing what they could to facilitate data collection, which was analyzed and shared in
early stages before the dissertation was conceived. These efforts were somewhat well
received, but over time it seemed that interest waned and/or situations changed and I
was no longer as easily able to secure research collaborators. However, organizations
and breweries may have interest in the dissertation as it can provide insights into how to
create a scene that resonates with consumers.
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Alcohol consumption has negative aspects, and craft beer is not immune to them
even if they were not overviewed in detail in this dissertation. Individuals cited drinking
“cheap” beer in college to get drunk only to later seek out better beer meant to be
appreciated and consumed in a respectful manner, but my fieldwork revealed that craft
beer drinkers can easily find themselves quite intoxicated, too. This can be attributed to
simple overconsumption, but also due to being ignorant about the big difference in
alcohol content between different styles of beer (especially as compared to light
domestic beers they may have more experience with).
The dissertation might serve to identify starting points for educating people on
the effects of these potent beers and also inform future researchers on how to conduct
research more orientated to mitigating destructive or dangerous behavior. Future
researchers may also seek to use this dissertation as a framework to study other “nonessential” (i.e. “luxury”) commodities, especially those that have the ability to impair
their participants. They may also find interest in my decision-making process when it
comes to presenting research from local, well-known producers while still striving to
maintain their anonymity.

Conclusion
This dissertation presents an overview of producers’ efforts to create a craft beer
scene, and how consumers then shape it to reflect their own interests or supporting
actors that share interests or ideologies. Consumers within the scene engage with
specific breweries or spaces (i.e. pathways) that cater to their interests, and often
develop skills (focused on sensory engagement) to better position themselves with

201

others in that space or to ensure they can describe the experience of a particular beer,
especially if it is seen as higher quality.
Consumers pursuits often focus around skills associated with taste distinction,
collecting, or homebrewing. This may overlap with other interests, such as cooking or
collecting other items, but does not necessarily have to happen. This diversity in
interests and associated skillsets is reflected across the entire scene, but certain
pathways may be better suited for specific interests or activities, and may not even be
accessible to the general public.
Breweries needed to band together to survive. Early breweries needed to support
the expansion of the scene (even though it meant encouraging “competition"). Breweries
also needed to identify threats to the industry and organize against them (i.e. by having
a “guild” and collectively funding professionals to represent their interests). These
efforts were highlighted and consumers therefore able to actively support them as well,
beyond patronizing their establishments or boycotting those advancing harmful
legislation (e.g. vocally supporting legislation helpful to the industry).
Breweries can pursue several business models. This can reflect their own
personal interest (e.g. brewing a wide range of styles) or assumed goals (i.e. generating
as much profit as possible). This drives the type of engagement they have with
consumers, and may result in certain breweries being seen as “hype” or “bad.” The
employees at the breweries, especially brewers, may have ended up in their role because
they were interested in a skillset and developed it well enough to turn it into a career, or
they may have discovered craft beer through an unexpected employment opportunity.
As is the case with consumers, this can result in different skillset across similar roles, or
at least differing competency levels with a particular skill.
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The nexus of production and consumption of craft beer in the Greater Tampa Bay
area is not simply a meeting place for the purposes of commerce. It allows producers to
educate consumers about the commodity being produced (i.e. beer), introduce them to
the producers themselves (e.g. brewers) and possibly even form friendships, and even
potentially give them resources to create their own version (i.e. homebrewed beer).
Consumers can feel as if they are actively supporting local businesses and strengthening
their community, while also engaging in a Post-Fordist form of capitalism that offers
more choices and at least attempts to eschew some of the forces of globalization.
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